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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, July 10, 1985 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

We are grateful, 0 God, for all 
people whose lives are guided by the 
virtues of justice and whose vision is 
broadened by mercy. Enable all people 
of good will to temper personal ambi
tion with concern for the needs of 
others. May Your spirit nourish us 
with understanding and cooperation, 
with genuine regard and appreciation, 
with love and peace. May Your bene
diction be upon all the people of Your 
creation, from every background, from 
all the lands and religions, that re
spect and tolerance and peace will 
guide our action from this day forth 
and even for evermore. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex

amined the Journal of the last day's 
proceedings and announces to the 
House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the 
Journal stands approved. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE 
ON BANKING, FINANCE AND 
URBAN AFFAIRS TO MEET 
DURING THE 5-MINUTE RULE 
ON WEDNESDAY AND THURS
DAY, JULY 10 AND 11, 1985 
Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs be permitted to meet for the 
markup of H.R. 1, Housing Act of 
1985, during proceedings of the House 
on Wednesday and Thursday, July 10 
and 11, 1985. The Honorable 
CHALMERS WYLIE, ranking minority 
member, concurs in this request. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Rhode Island? 

There was no objection. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a bill of the House of the 
following title: 

H.R. 1373. An act to designate the wilder
ness in the Point Reyes National Seashore 
in California as the Phillip Burton Wilder
ness. 

The message also announced that 
the Senate had passed bills and joint 
resolutions of the following titles, in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested: 

S. 487. An act to recognize the organiza
tion known as the Statue of Liberty-Ellis 
Island Foundation, Inc.; 

S. 953. An act to validate contractual rela
tionships between the United States and 
various non-Federal entities; 

S. 1068. An act to eliminate unnecessary 
paperwork and reporting requirements con
tained in section 15<1 > of the Outer Conti
nental Shelf Lands Act, and sections 601 
and 606 of the Outer Continental Shelf 
Lands Act Amendments of 1978; 

S.J. Res. 86. Joint resolution to designate 
the week of July 25, 1985, through July 31, 
1985, as "National Disability in Entertain
ment Week"; 

S.J. Res. 98. Joint resolution condemning 
the passage of Resolution 3379, in the U.N. 
General Assembly on November 10, 1975, 
and urging the U.S. Ambassador and U.S. 
delegation to take all appropriate actions 
necessary to erase this shameful resolution 
from the record of the United Nations; and 

S.J. Res. 115. Joint resolution to designate 
1985 as the "Oil Heat Centennial Year." 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE 
ON APPROPRIATIONS TO FILE 
PRIVILEGED REPORT ON BILL 
MAKING APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR ENERGY AND WATER FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 1986 
Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Appropriations may have until 
midnight tonight to file a privileged 
report on a bill making appropriations 
for energy and water for fiscal year 
1986, and for other purposes. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana reserved all 
points of order on the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

IT'S TIME FOR ACTION ON 
TRADE DEFICIT 

<Mr. LEVIN of Michigan asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.> 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speak
er, this morning, I heard on one of the 
networks an interview with our new 
Trade Representative. Yesterday, the 
Detroit News published a poll of 
Michigan residents on the issue of 
trade. These are some of the results. 

They were asked, "How do you rate 
President Reagan in solving our trade 
problems with Japan?" 

In the total survey, only 11.5 percent 
indicated that he was doing a good 
job, while 47 percent in the total 
survey said a fair job, and 35.9 percent 
said he was doing a poor job. 

Then they were asked, "To save 
American jobs, would you be willing to 
pay $500 more for an American car 
than a Japanese car?" 

There were 64.9 percent who said 
they were willing, and only 29.9 per
cent said they were unwilling. 

This is only from one State and, 
true, a State that has special sensitivi
ty to trade issues, but I think these 
data indicate to the Trade Representa
tive that there is a real sense of urgen
cy. I did not pick up that level of ur
gency in his statements this morning. 

In Japan last week, a number of us 
met with the Japanese Government 
and with the business people. We tried 
to convey to them that something has 
to happen. They have to open up their 
markets. I hope that this administra
tion will pursue this issue with much 
more urgency in the future than it has 
in the past. 

INVITATION TO COSPONSOR 
H.R. 945, FIREARMS LEGISLA
TION 
<Mr. VOLKMER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.> 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, last 
night, our colleagues in the other body 
overwhelmingly passed legislation to 
protect the rights of firearm owners 
and sportsmen while at the same time 
serving the legitimate needs of law en
forcement. This is legislation whose 
time has come. So far, 125 of our col
leagues in the House have cosponsored 
my companion measure, H.R. 945. 

Since I first introduced this legisla
tion more than 6 years ago, this body 
has yet to seriously consider the 
merits I raise. It is time we do so. 

This morning, I understand the dis
tinguished chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee declared this legislation 
"dead on arrival in the House." I urge 
the chairman to reconsider this assess
ment and proceed to bring meaningful 
legislation dealing with firearms 
owners' rights to the floor for the 
House to work its will. I urge my col
leagues, who have not done so, to co
sponsor my legislation, H.R. 945. 

COLAS NOT ON THE TABLE 
<Mr. KANJORSKI asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for l minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.> 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, the 
reason I rise this morning is, as a 
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member of the Steering and Policy 
Committee of the Democratic Party 
on the majority side representing the 
freshmen class, we are taking an initi
ative this morning to spell out very 
specifically where the freshmen 
Democrats in this Congress stand and 
I hope where the entire Democratic 
Caucus and the entire majority of the 
House of Representatives stand on the 
issue of cost-of-living adjustments for 
Social Security, veterans, Federal mili
tary and civilian retirees, and retired 
miners with black lung disease. 

We are going to ask for instructions 
to our conferees on the budget report 
to insist on the full COLA provisions 
contained in the original House budget 
resolution. 

We do this not to add conflict, but to 
be certain that Senator DoLE under
stands that COLA's are not on the 
edge of the table. They are in fact off 
the table. We do this to compliment 
the leadership of the Democratic 
Party, the Speaker, the majority 
leader, the whips, and everyone who 
has participated so well over these last 
several months, to indicate to the 
American people and lead this glorious 
fight to save the COLA's. Now it is 
time for the American people to know 
that their Representatives are not 
weak in failing to say where they 
stand on the COLA's, but in fact are 
willing to express a courageous stand 
as they did in the 1984 elections, assur
ing the American people, particularly 
the elderly and the recipients of pen
sions and benefits from Government 
entitlement programs that we are 
going to put our votes where our 
mouths were and where our pledges 
were. 

Mr. Speaker, I would respectfully 
ask that those Members who wish to 
share in the discussion of this problem 
on the privileged motion to instruct 
the conferees make their way to the 
floor so that we can properly allot 
time so their expressions can be part 
of this record. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 2911 

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that my name be 
removed as a cosponsor of the bill, 
H.R. 2911. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

A NEW SLOGAN-"IT PAYS TO 
BUY AMERICAN'' 

<Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.> 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, as 
president of the freshmen class of the 
year 1986, I support Representative 

51-059 0-86-36 (Pt. 13) 

KANJORSKI and the freshmen Demo
crats bringing forward our position on 
the Social Security COLA situation 
and stand fast with that. That is not 
my purpose here today. 

My purpose here today, Mr. Speak
er, is to introduce legislation. The 
slogan "Buy American" is not working. 
We need a new slogan and that slogan 
should be, "It pays to buy American." 

Today I am introducing legislation 
which will provide a 10-percent tax 
credit, 2.5 percent per year for 4 years, 
to individuals who purchase an Ameri
can-made motor vehicle which con
tains at least 85 percent domestic con
tent. Tax credit would be provided 
over a 4-year period and would be 
based on the final purchase price of 
the vehicle. 

This bill will provide an incentive to 
buy American and protect the thou
sands of jobs of our Nation's work 
force. 

We have lost thousands of jobs in 
steel, textiles, and rubber. Is it not 
time we learned and started to wise up 
and do something here in the Con
gress? 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge my col
leagues to join in this effort to develop 
a new slogan for America, "It pays 
Americans to buy American and save 
American jobs." 

FEDERAL OPEN MARKET 
COMMITTEE MEETING 

<Mr. COURTER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.> 

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Speaker, the 
Federal Open Market Committee is 
meeting today to decide the future 
course of monetary policy and in par
ticular if interest rates will continue 
heading down. 

Mr. Speaker, this meeting comes at a 
crucial time. Unemployment national
ly has been stuck above 7 percent for 
over a year with no downward move
ment. This is a level normally associat
ed with a recession. Eight million 
people are out of work. Real growth in 
the economy has fallen sharply from 
1983-84 levels. Commodity prices are 
collapsing. The dollar is far too strong 
against foreign currencies, wreaking 
havoc in our manufacturing and 
export sectors. 

The members of the FOMC, and in 
particular Chairman Volcker, should 
realize that there are no signs of infla
tion in the financial markets, only 
signs of recession and deflation. The 
elusive citadel of the Fed is conducting 
monetary policy by looking in a rear 
view mirror. 

I urge the Fed to immediately cut 
the discount rate and the Federal 
funds rate by a full point so that li
quidity needed to get this economy 
moving again can be available to busi
ness and investors. The late bond 

expert at Salomon Bros., Sidney 
Homer, said low interest rates are the 
hallmark of civilized society. Lower in
terest rates and stable prices are the 
key to job creation and economic 
growth, and will be the hallmark of 
reaching full employment and putting 
all Americans back to work. 

INSURANCE FOR HAZARDOUS 
WASTE DISPOSAL 

<Mr. GEKAS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.> 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, there is a 
crisis looming on the horizon about 
which many of us are not aware. It ap
pears that many municipalities and 
other private companies dealing in 
hazardous waste and other kinds of 
waste disposal cannot obtain insurance 
coverage for that purpose. The insur
ance companies themselves, because of 
very serious court decisions, adverse 
court decisions in this particular kind 
of issue have withdrawn from the 
business of covering waste disposal 
sites and landfills and other kinds of 
instances of that type. 

We are constrained to look into the 
situation as to how we can help 
modify those court decisions to allow 
insurance companies to reevaluate 
their position in the market, to 
prompt them and to promote their 
coming back into the market. Other
wise, we will have across the Nation 
municipalities and others who will be 
unable to fulfill their functions for 
waste disposal. 

I urge the Congress to take a good 
look at this latest phenomena leading 
to a crisis. 

THE RETIREMENT OF DAVID 
STOCKMAN 

<Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.> 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, 
many of us will miss David Stockman. 
He made a very serious mistake. Un
fortunately, I wish more people had 
made that same mistake in this city. 
Stockman made the mistake of believ
ing what the President had said 
during his campaigns for the Presiden
cy was what the President was going 
to do if he was elected. 

Stockman really felt the President 
was serious about cutting the deficit. 
In fact, when he first came to office, 
he handed out hatchets and he did all 
sorts of things, to show he was going 
to go after that almost $58 billion defi
cit that the Carter administration had 
left. 

All the way through Stockman's 
tenure, he spoke the truth and was 
constantly being taken to the wood-
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shed and disciplined for telling the 
truth. 

One of the great truths he spoke 
about is he pointed out that the de
fense contractors, which he called the 
hogs, were really feeding on the 
budget. What happened? The Presi
dent did not put the apple in the 
mouth of the defense contractors, 
they put it in David Stockman's 
mouth. That has happened over and 
over again. He tells the truth and he 
gets muzzled. 

Finally we see him after 4% years in 
office leaving very dismayed and em
barrassed, and having a deficit four 
time~ the size of the one he came to 
office deploring and pledged to cut. 

I think we have seen over and over 
in this administration that their per
formance does not match their words, 
no matter who they are. As the paper 
this morning said, Ronald Reagan has 
become a Teddy Roosevelt in reverse. 
He speaks loudly and carries a very 
soft stick. 

REQUEST TO RAISE PRIVILEGE 
OF THE HOUSE 

<Mr. McCANDLESS asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, I 
have a resolution at the desk raising a 
question of the privileges of the 
House, and I ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The SPEAKER. Is this the question 
of privilege that the gentleman was 
talking about? 

Mr. McCANDLESS. It is, Mr. Speak
er. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair would 
like, before he recognizes the gentle
man for that purpose, to ask, has the 
gentleman had the courtesy of notify
ing the Members whose names he has 
mentioned in this resolution? 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, 
the names are not mentioned. 

The SPEAKER. I think courtesy 
would dictate that the Chair recognize 
the gentleman at a later time today, 
then, after he has notified the poeple 
involved. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, 
this is a privileged question. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair did not 
yet recognize the gentleman for a 
question of privilege. The Chair is at 
this time taking 1 minute unanimous 
consent requests. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
The Chair will recognize the gentle

man from California [Mr. McCAND
LESS] at the proper time, when he has 
recognized for unanimous consent for 
1 minutes, and trust that he would 
notify the gentlemen he is bringing up 
in this particular petition. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, I 
admire your leadership. It is my un
derstanding that the rules of the 
House permit a privileged resolution 
to be heard. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is recog
nizing unanimous consent requests for 
1 minutes which we normally do. 

Is there an objection? 
In due time, there are two privileged 

questions to be presented. 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reserv

ing the right to object, it is my under
standing of the rules that the gentle
man has raised a question of the privi
leges of the House. 

The SPEAKER. No; the Chair did 
not recognize the gentleman for that 
purpose. The Chair was aware of the 
fact that the resolution was sent to 
the clerk, and had so informed him 
that the gentlemen whose names were 
on his petition should be notified so 
that they could be in the Chamber, 
and the Chair had not recognized the 
gentleman for that purpose. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, further 
reserving the right to object, it is my 
understanding that there are no 
names in the particular petition that 
the gentleman has. That is the infor
mation that I have from the gentle
man. I have not read it, but I under
stand there are no names in it. 

The SPEAKER. But there is an in
ference, and the Chair thinks in fair
ness, the gentleman should notify the 
people that he has reference to so that 
they at least would be able to be here 
to defend themselves. That is a fair
ness principle that the Speaker of this 
House is trying to suggest is permitted 
by rules of the House. 

Mr. WALKER. Further reserving 
the right to object, we certainly want 
the Chair to be fair. That is one of the 
questions we have raised on a couple 
of occasions recently. 

But in this case, it seems to me that 
the rules of the House specify that the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
McCANDLEss] is permitted to raise a 
question of the privileges of the 
House. 

The SPEAKER. He certainly is 
when he is recognized for that pur
pose, and the Chair has not yet recog
nized the gentleman for that purpose. 

Mr. WALKER. Can the Chair 
inform us, further reserving the right 
to object, when he will recognize the 
gentleman? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will rec
ognize the gentleman as soon as he en
tertains unanimous consent request 
for the 1-minute speeches. And if 
there is objection, Members can 
object, but the Chair is going through 
the first row, and then he will be rec
ognized for that purpose. 

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman will 
be recognized immediately following 
the 1 minutes? 

The SPEAKER. The Members 
whose names that he has reference to 

should be notified so that he will allow 
them the opportunity to be on the 
floor to defend themselves. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, further 
reserving the right to object, I now 
have a copy of the resolution before 
me, and I see no names in the resolu
tion at all. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has a 
copy of the resolution and the letter 
the gentleman has referred to. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, on the 
understanding that the gentleman is 
going to be recognized immediately 
following the !-minutes, I will with
draw my reservation. But I do believe 
that in this instance the Chair has, in 
fact, deferred a question of the privi
leges of the House and I am somewhat 
concerned about that particular prece
dent being set under the rules as a 
result. 

The SPEAKER. So that the gentle
man understands the rules, unani
mous-consent requests can under the 
precedents, if the Chair desires to rec
ognize for that purpose, be enter
tained prior to a privileged resolution, 
and that is what we are doing. 

Mr. WALKER. Further reserving 
the right to object then, the unani
mous-consent request, as I understand 
it, has been purported by the Chair in 
order to prevent the gentleman from 
California [Mr. McCANDLESS] from 
raising his question. 

The SPEAKER. If any Member ob
jects to the gentleman's unanimous
consent request to speak for 1 minute, 
the House can get to the question im
mediately. 

Mr. WALKER. Further reserving 
the right to object, am I not correct 
that the Chair himself purported the 
unanimous-consent request? 

The SPEAKER. Let me say that the 
Chair would normally have gone the 
route of the 1 minutes. He saw the 
gentleman from California standing 
knowing what was in the mind of the 
gentleman, who had just sent a resolu
tion to the desk, and trusting that the 
gentleman, before he would raise his 
question of privilege, would have the 
courtesy of notifying the Members 
whose names he is going to recom
mend to the Standards Committee, 
that he would so notify them so that 
they would have the dignity of being 
on the floor, because the Chair 
thought that that was the honorable 
and decent way to handle this matter. 

Now in view of that, we are now back 
to the unanimous-consent request for 
!-minutes. 

0 1020 
Mr. WALKER. Reserving the right 

to object, Mr. Speaker, the problem 
here is--

The SPEAKER. What is the gentle
man objecting to? 

Mr. WALKER. The rules as I under
stand it do not give the Chair the abil-
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ity to read the mind of the gentleman 
from California. The gentleman from 
California is attempting to raise a 
question of privileges of the House. I 
know of nothing in the rules that state 
that the Chair has as one of its obliga
tions to read the mind of the gentle
man from California. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in 
error. The power of the Speaker is the 
power of recognition. The power of 
recognition permits at this particular 
time the Chair to go to unanimous
consent requests which in effect alter 
the normal rules of the House and 
that is exactly what the Chair is 
doing. 

The gentleman from Connecticut. 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I with

draw my reservation of objection. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman 

from Connecticut [Mr. GEJDENSON] re
quests unanimous consent to address 
the House for 1 minute. 

Is there an objection? 
The Chair hears none. 

THE JAPANESE SHOULD TAKE 
UP A GREATER PORTION OF 
CONTRIBUTING TO THEIR 
OWN DEFENSE 
<Mr. GEJDENSON asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, one 
of the things that we will be address
ing later in the Foreign Assistance Act 
today is an amendment that I will 
offer that requests, in a sense of Con
gress amendment, that our Japanese 
allies take up a greater portion of the 
cost of their defense in the area sur
rounding Japan. 

It seems clear that for a nation that 
has the same ratio of population to 
GNP as ours, the Japanese who have 
roughly half our population and half 
our gross national product, that that 
nai;ion ought to be able to participate 
in their defense to a greater degree 
than they presently do. The resolution 
that I will be offering as an amend
ment to the Foreign Assistance Act 
will ask the Japanese to increase their 
commitment to Western defense and 
they can well afford to do so. 

It ought not be just American tax
payers that pick up the entire burden 
of the defense of the Western World. 
The Japanese today are strong enough 
to participate in that defense and I 
hope when we get to this amendment, 
and the question of Japanese assist
ance for the defense of ~he Western 
World, that the Members would sup
port that. 

I thank the Speaker. 

minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Speaker, while I 
believe all Americans appreciate the 
efforts of Syrian President Hafez 
Assad in gaining the release of the 
hostages taken from TWA flight No. 
847, I do not believe it is appropriate 
to proclaim him America's friend, as it 
appears some are inclined to do. 

We should not forget actions taken 
by Assad in the past which have had 
direct and negative effects on Ameri
can interests in the Middle East. He 
opposed the Camp David peace ac
cords and continues to obstruct all 
other peace initiatives for the region. 
He ensured the destruction of the May 
17 accords between Israel and Leba
non. In addition, there is substantial 
evidence linking Assad directly with 
the truck bombings of the U.S. Embas
sy and the marine barracks. These are 
not actions that could be characterized 
as friendly. 

Syrian involvement in the worldwide 
terrorist network is also well docu
mented. Among the groups which are 
known to train and operate from 
Syria; the Kurds, the Armenians, all 
elements of the PLO and various 
Shiite sects, are many who seek to sub
vert our allies, such as Turkey, and un
dermine the Western Alliance. These 
groups operate all over Europe against 
our economic and security interests. 
Also, Syria is known to support many 
terrorist activities undertaken by Qa
dhafi and Khomeini. These are not 
the usual practices of our friends. 

I believe, too, that we should not 
forget that Syria is a Soviet client 
state. While not totally controlled by 
the Soviets, Syria receives virtually all 
its arms from them and owes them a 
large political debt, not likely to be 
repaid in a way friendly to the West
ern World. Assad also rules Soviet
style: By fear, with the backing of his 
secret police. He is not above wiping 
out an entire city, as was the case with 
Hama, if it stands in his path toward 
complete power. 

Mr. Speaker, before there are any 
more expressions of friendship for Mr. 
Assad, I believe we need to see further 
concrete actions. Mr. Assad has it 
within his power to secure the release 
of the seven Americans still held hos
tage somewhere in Lebanon. He has it 
within his power to create a better at
mosphere in which real peace in the 
region may be discussed. I recommend 
that we wait to see what happens in 
these areas before we decide that 
Syria and Mr. Assad are our friends. 

CONGRESS SHOULD SUPPORT 
OUR INTERNATIONAL FAMILY 

WE SHOULD NOT FORGET PLANNING INITIATIVES 
SYRIA IS A SOVIET CLIENT <Mr. SCHEUER asked and was given 
STATE permission to address the House for 1 
<Mr. McCAIN asked and was given minute and to revise and extend his 

permission to address the House for 1 remarks.) 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, as we 
take up the title III of the Foreign Aid 
Act I would like to call the attention 
of my colleagues to two expressions of 
support for the family planning provi
sions that have come to us today. 

First is an editorial in the New York 
Times entitled "Too Many Mouths To 
Feed." 

I would simply like to read the first 
sentence and the last sentence: 

In many parts of the world death, not 
birth control, determines the size of a 
family. When a country has too many 
mouths to feed, its children are the first to 
die. Coercive abortion is an atrocity. Larger 
atrocities may lie in store, however, if the 
world population continues to grow at its 
present rate. 

Mr. Speaker, in a similar vein the 
American Medical Association, in a 
letter to each Member of Congress 
that arrived on my desk this morning, 
cites its concerns and efforts to place 
additional restrictions on the use of 
population planning funds under the 
Foreign Aid Act, therefore undermin
ing their very purpose which is to 
assist nations in dealing with their 
population programs. 

I applaud the pro family planning 
posture taken by both the New York 
Times and the American Medical Asso
ciation and I urge my colleagues to 
support our international family plan
ning initiatives and the initiatives of 
Congressman DANTE FASCELL and of 
Congresswoman OLYMPIA SNOWE 
which will be forthcoming in the next 
couple of hours. 

HOSTAGE CRISIS NOT OVER: 
SEVEN AMERICANS STILL 
HELD IN LEBANON 
<Mr. O'BRIEN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. O'BRIEN. Mr. Speaker, the 
seven Americans still held hostage in 
Lebanon are back on the front page of 
the Washington Post today where an 
unnamed senior Lebanese Govern
ment source says there is little doubt 
Syria could bring about the release of 
the seven Americans. 

An unnamed senior administration 
official chimed in with the opinion 
that Syrian President Assad is the one 
man who could obtain the release of 
the seven Americans. 

And the director general of Israel's 
Foreign Ministry has told the Post 
that the Americans are thought to be 
in Lebanon's Bekaa Valley, which is 
completely under the domination of 
the Syrian Army. 

President Reagan yesterday told a 
group of regional broadcasters at a 
White House luncheon the seven 
Americans are being moved around 
quite often and that their lives could 
be endangered by precipitous U.S. 
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action. "We must be very careful," the 
President said. 

Meanwhile, today is the 183d day of 
captivity for Father Lawrence Jenco 
of Joliet, IL. 

Today is the 481st day of captivity 
for William Buckley of Medford, MA. 

Today is the 428th day of captivity 
for Rev. Benjamin Weir of Berkeley, 
CA. 

Today is the 116th day of captivity 
for Terry Anderson of Batavia, NY. 

Today is the 44th day of captivity 
for David P. Jacobsen of Huntington 
Beach, CA. 

Today is the 30th day of captivity 
for Thomas Sutherland of Fort Col
lins, CO. 

Today marks the 218th da!' of the 
disappearance of Peter Kilburn of San 
Francisco, CA. 

Mr. Speaker, seven Americans are 
still being held in Lebanon. The hos
tage crisis is not over. 

DAVID STOCKMAN'S LEGACY: 
MORE RED INK 

<Mr. DURBIN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, David 
Stockman's announcement of his res
ignation has been lamented by some 
and heralded by others. For those of 
us who have worked with Director 
Stockman there is a genuine respect 
for his ability despite our obvious dif
ferences. 

In the weeks ahead many will reflect 
on the Stockman legacy. There is one 
bequest from the Stockman years 
which will endure. History will note 
that when David Stockman and Presi
dent Reagan began, the largest deficit 
in the history of the United States 
had been $66 billion and the national 
debt stood at $1 trillion. Five years 
later the Nation grapples with annual 
deficits of over $200 billion and a na
tional debt which has almost doubled 
to $2 trillion. Our Nation and our Gov
ernment are now engaged in a perma
nent program of damage control to 
lessen the deficits which are now a fix
ture in Washington. 

Nevertheless, tributes to David 
Stockman's managerial ability will un
doubtedly abound in the coming 
weeks. In fairness they should be writ
ten in red ink. 

0 1030 

A DEFEAT IN THE WAR AGAINST 
TERRORISM 

<Mr. GINGRICH asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, the 
United States in the last 2 days has 
suffered a very severe defeat in the 
war against terrorism. In fact, the last 
2 days represent a defeat on the scale 

of the Kasserine Pass defeat early in 
World War II. 

A column in today's Washington 
Post by David Broder entitled, "Huff 
and Puff" and the Washington Post 
editorial today entitled, "The Fight 
Against Terrorism," catch precisely 
the crisis this administration in its ef
forts to stop terrorism. 

This administration and the State 
Department, in backing down before 
Lebanon in their effort to boycott the 
airport, is setting a pattern of weak
ness so severe that it bodes very ill for 
all Americans and for the cause of 
freedom. 

Furthermore, the fact that the cur
rent leaders of Sudan, having had sev
eral weeks to watch the United States 
pretend to be tough, and to watch 
Libya's Qadhafi be tough, having now 
decided to sign an alliance with Libya, 
represents a major setback for all of 
the West and for the United States in 
particular. 

The President must direct the na
tional security bureaucracies of the 
State Department, the Defense De
partment, and the National Security 
Council to fundamentally rethink 
their strategy and reform their proce
dures, or we will continue to be defeat
ed in the war against terrorism. 

SUPPORT H.R. 2024, REGISTRA
TION OF AUTOMATIC WEAP
ONS 
<Mr. TORRICELLI asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
of 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, in 
recent days, the other body has been 
acting almost in complete disregard , 
for years of torment from the spread 
of guns throughout our country, 
almost as if they have forgotten the 
political assassinations and the mur
ders that have ripped our country, but 
their responsibility is also the respon
sibility of the American people; who 
have contributed, who have supported, 
who have worked to create a gun 
lobby in this city unmatched and un
paralleled by almost any other inter
est. 

My own experience with these forces 
came this year in the introduction of 
H.R. 2024; simple legislation to require 
the registration of automatic weapons 
that are quickly being purchased 
throughout America by drug dealers 
and organized crime. 

The response of the American 
people has been thousands and thou
sands of postcards in opposition. Let 
them ask themselves: Is this really the 
kind of legislation they want to 
oppose, and the dollars that they are 
giving to sporting organizations, do 
they really want those organizations 
to be supporting legislation, to deregu
late guns, to make it easier for orga
nized crime to get automatic weapons. 

I would ask the American people, as 
Members of the other body should be 
asking themselves: What are they 
doing? Do not they owe more to their 
country to think about the nature of 
the legislation that they would sup
port? 

A QUESTION OF PRIVILEGE 
SHOULD PROCEED BEFORE 
OTHER BUSINESS 
<Mr. WALKER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, rule IX 
of the House rules states very clearly, 
and I quote: 

Questions of privilege shall be, first those 
affecting the rights of the House collective
ly, its safety, dignity, and the integrity of its 
proceedings; second, the rights reputation, 
and conduct of Members, individually, in 
their representative capacity only; and shall 
have precedence of all other questions, 
except motions to adjoun. 

That is the rule to which I referred 
a few moments ago. 

In other words, according to the 
Rules of the House, it is a question of 
highest privilege to raise. The gentle
man from California had done that. 

In so allowing other business to pro
ceed before we got to that question of 
privilege, the majority has taken unto 
itself the right to plan their strategy, 
to look at this matter fully, and there
fore deprive the minority of its right 
to raise this question at its own time 
and for its own purpose. 

I think that is a very disturbing 
precedent and one that I hope will not 
overrule the Rules of the House of 
Representatives again in the future. 

The SPEAKER. May the Chair re
spond to the gentleman by saying: 
Anytime a Member reads the Rules of 
the House, he has to read the rules 
and the precedents. 

The precedents stand for the propo
sition that at any particular time, the 
power of the Speaker is the power of 
recognition. For a unanimous-consent 
request which may temporarily waive 
the standing rules of the House, and 
subject to objection by any Member, 
the Speaker may recognize any 
Member of the House, even though 
there is a resolution such as drafted by 
the gentleman from California to be 
offered at that particular time. 

IT TAKES CONGRESS TO CUT 
THE DEFICIT 

<Mr. HYDE asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I was prod
ded into giving my 1-minute by listen
ing to my dear colleague from Illinois 
[Mr. DURBIN] who complained about 
Dave Stockman's legacy which he said 
should be written in red ink. 
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Mr. DURBIN was not here in the hal

cyon days of the Carter administra
tion, when malaise and depression 
seemed to overcome this body and this 
Nation, but I would remind him that 
there is more to the economy than the 
deficit. 

For instance, we had a prime rate of 
21v2 percent which was Mr. Carter's 
legacy to Mr. Reagan; now it is down 
to 9%. We had inflation under Carter 
up to 12 percent; now it is down to 3 lf2 
percent. Eight million new jobs have 
been created, and the stock market 
regularly goes through the roof. 

Now, if we are going to cut the defi
cit, it takes Congress, which after all 
appropriates the money that creates 
the deficits, to get serious about cut
ting spending, and I am hopeful Mr. 
DURBIN will join me in that effort. 

DAVID STOCKMAN WILL BE 
MISSED BY THE REAGAN AD
MINISTRATION 
<Mr. DOWNEY of New York asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. DOWNEY of New York, Mr. 
Speaker, I am political worlds apart 
from David Stockman. We have dis
agreed far more often than we have 
agreed, but I think one thing can be 
said about him, and should be said and 
recognized on this floor: He was one of 
the brightest Members of the House 
of Representatives; he was certainly a 
very capable Budget Director; he was 
an honest man, and in my opinion he 
will be missed by the Reagan adminis
tration because he was not afraid to 
tell people how it was. He was the glue 
that held, in my opinion, the Reagan 
fiscal house in order, and I hope that 
they can find someone of equal stature 
to replace him, because heaven knows, 
they need it. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE 
ON AGRICULTURE TO MEET 
DURING THE 5-MINUTE RULE 
ON TODAY 
Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Agriculture may meet during 
the 5-minute rule on today. This has 
been cleared with the minority. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Washington? 

There was no objection. 
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PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE-AL
LEGED ILLEGAL SOLICITATION 
OF POLITICAL CONTRIBU
TIONS BY MEMBERS OF CON
GRESS 
Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, I 

again rise to a question of the privi
leges of the House, and I send to the 

desk a privileged resolution <H. Res. 
217> and ask for its immediate consid
eration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 217 
Whereas three sitting Members of the 

United States House of Representatives 
have authorized and caused to be distribut
ed to Democratic Members' offices in Feder
al House Office Buildings a letter dated 
June 24, 1985, soliciting contributions for a 
party fundraiser and membership dues in a 
party organization from congressional staff 
members; and 

Whereas Federal law prohibits the solici
tation of political contributions by Members 
of Congress of officers or employees of the 
Federal government <18 U.S.C. § 602), and 
the solicitation of political contributions in 
Federal buildings <18 U.S.C. § 607); and 

Whereas allegations relating to the offi
cial conduct of Members raise a question of 
the privileges of the House under House 
Rule IX; and 

Whereas the Committee on Standards of 
Official Conduct is authorized by House 
Rule X, clause 4(e) to investigate any al
leged violation of Federal law by a House 
Member: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Committee on Stand
ards of Official Conduct is hereby author
ized and directed to investigate the alleged 
illegal solicitation of political contributions 
by the Members of Congress referred to in 
the preamble of this resolution and report 
back to the House its findings and recom
mendations thereon. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex
amined the resolution, and the gentle
man from California [Mr. McCAND
LEss] is within his rights to present it 
as a question of the privileges of the 
House. The gentleman is recognized 
for 1 hour. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. I thank the 
Chair. 

Mr. Speaker, on Tuesday, June 25, 
1985, a letter, addressed to me, was 
hand-delivered to my office. The deliv
ery to me was obviously a mistake, 
since the letter, dated June 24, began, 
"Dear Democratic Colleague," and was 
signed by the two Democratic Con
gressional Campaign Committee co
chairmen, under the letterhead and 
the name of the chairman of the orga
nization. 

The letter called attention to a July 
15-and I quote from the letter-"low
cost, high-volume fundraiser to help 
our fellow Members who are targeted 
for defeat by the National Republican 
Congressional Committee." 

The letter further stated that the 
fundraiser would be hosted by "the 
majority party of the Democratic Con
gressional Campaign Committee." 

The letter then goes on to ask: 
"Each Democratic office to sell at 

least five $10 tickets, as well as encour
aging those folks to become majority 
party members, to help build up the 
D.C.C.C. campaign coffers. We strong
ly urge you to involve your staff in 
this worthwhile effort," with the staff 
involvement appeal underscored in the 
letter. 

Finally, the letter calls attention to 
an enclosed "invitation to the event 
and brochure describing the activities 
of the majority party." 

The enclosed invitation referred to 
includes a return form, both for the 
party, which costs $10 a ticket, and for 
membership dues in the majority 
party, which cost $50, noting that the 
former can be counted toward the 
latter. 

The invitation states: 
"Your ticket to fight back is $10. 

Proceeds go directly to help Democrat
ic members fight back." 

Further, the enclosed brochure on 
the majority party makes it clear that 
"dues are used by the Democratic Con
gressional Campaign Committee to 
help elect Democratic candidates for 
Congress." 

Mr. Speaker, this letter, delivered to 
Democratic house Members, and erro
neously to one Republican, appears to 
be a serious violation of Federal law. 

Section 602 of title 18 of the United 
States Code make it unlawful for can
didates for Congress, those elected to 
or serving in Congress, or any officer 
or employee of the United States to 
"knowingly solicit any contribution 
within the meaning of section 301(8) 
of the Federal Election Campaign Act 
of 1971 from any other such officer, 
employee, or person." 

Section 607 of title 18 makes it un
lawful for any person to solicit cam
paign contributions in a Federal build
ing. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe the clear 
intent of the letter is to solicit the at
tendance of Democratic members and 
staff at the fundraiser and to induce 
staff membership in the D.C.C.C. 
group that calls itself the majority 
party. 

The final sentence of the solicitation 
letter supports this view. It says: 

"We both look forward to seeing you 
and your staff on Monday, July 15, as 
we Democrats fight back." 

The return forms enclosed with the 
mailing further support this view. 

Legally and ethically, I think this so
licitation is wrong and that it sets a 
terrible precedent for this body. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I ask for 
the adoption of this resolution which 
would direct an investigation and 
report by the Committee on Standards 
of Official Conduct. 
• Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
commend the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. McCANDLEss] on calling this 
very serious matter to our attention, 
and for his resolution directing the 
House Ethics Committee to investigate 
this matter. 

I must confess that when I saw the 
materials in question, I was shocked 
that any of our colleagues would have 
the gall to send such blatantly parti
san campaign solicitations to the of
fices of House Members. The Federal 
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Criminal Code is pretty unequivocal at 
sections 602 and 607 that Members 
cannot solicit political contributions 
from Federal employees, including 
House staff members, and that such 
contributions cannot be solicited in 
Federal buildings. 

And yet, here we have a letter to 
Democratic colleagues, informing 
them of an upcoming fundraiser, and 
asking each office to sell at least five 
tickets, involve their staff in the 
effort, and attend the event. Had the 
letter been directed solely at Members, 
it would not have violated the law 
since it is acceptable under the law for 
Members to solicit other Members. 
But, when that solicitation calls for 
more than the contribution of a 
Member, and is directed knowingly at 
staff members as well, then it violates 
the law. And when that letter is re
ceived in a Federal office building, it 
contravenes the other section of law 
on solicitations. 

Mr. Speaker, I don't think there is 
any question that the materials in 
question constitute a solicitation. The 
Federal Election Commission, in Advi
sory Opinion 1976-40 said a solicita
tion is not just asking people to buy 
tickets to a fundraiser; a solicitation 
can simply be informing people of a 
fundraising activity. 

Here we have a letter that asks 
Members for their assistance in 
making a upcoming campaign fund
raiser a success. How? By involving 
their staff in the effort. The letter 
asks each office to sell at least five 
tickets to the event. And the signers 
conclude by saying they hope to see 
the Member and his staff at the fund
raiser. It should be clear from this 
that both the Member and staff are 
being solicited since neither is being 
offered complimentary tickets. What 
the letter is really asking is for each 
office to buy at least five tickets. This 
comes about as close to a political as
sessment and shakedown as you can 
get-the kind of abuses that gave rise 
to the forerunner statutes to sections 
602 and 607 back in 1883. 

As one of the Senators put it during 
debate on that original ban on politi
cal solicitations: "The intention is by 
this bill to remove not only coercive 
influences but the semblance of 
them." 

A 1902 opinion by Attorney General 
Knox made clear, and I quote: 

Whatever the particular form of words 
adopted in such circulars in order to show a 
request rather than a demand and to give to 
responses a quasi-voluntary character, the 
explicit and comprehensive words of the 
statute . .. unquestionably condemn all 
such circulars. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it's clear not 
only from the unambiguous wording 
of the statutes involved but from the 
legislative history as well that Mem
bers are strictly prohibited from solic
iting political contributions from 

House employees in any way, shape or 
form, so long as the appeal is knowing
ly directed at those employees. It does 
not matter whether the solicitation is 
part of a general colleague letter or 
whether the solicitation is mandatory 
or voluntary. The clear purpose of 
these statutes was to remove any hint 
of pressure or obligation on employees 
from their superiors. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I want to 
commend the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. McCANDLESS] for bringing 
this matter to our attention and for 
calling on the House Standards Com
mittee to investigate this matter. As a 
former congressional staff member 
myself I am particularly sensitive to 
the prospect that Hill staffers could 
now be considered fair game for regu
lar fundraising appeals by candidates 
and political committees-whether in 
their offices or at their homes. To the 
extent we allow this, we open our
selves to all manner of potential 
abuses associated with the old spoils 
system and its penchant for political 
shakedowns and payoffs. I don't want 
to see this happen to the people's 
House. Let's adopt this resolution and 
get on with the investigation.• 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman 
from California [Mr. McCANDLESS] 
yield time to the Democratic side? 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, for 
the purpose of debate only, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Wash
ington [Mr. FOLEY]. 

Mr. FOLEY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I am concerned, natu
rally, that there is perhaps a technical 
violation of procedures and the law 
with respect to the distribution of a 
flyer here in the House of Representa
tives. I am a bit concerned that the 
gentleman from California has under
taken to make an issue of privileges of 
the House over such a matter. I am 
not condoning any technical violation 
that might have occurred, but this is 
certainly, by the gentleman's own de
scription, hardly a fund raiser in the 
normally understood conditions that 
apply. This is a $10 per person solicita
tion for a party that is meeting for the 
purpose of supporting a Democratic 
organization. 

I am sure the gentleman knows that 
from time to time there have been in
advertent distributions of similar no
tices from the Republican side, as well 
as the Democratic side; and it seems to 
me that, unless there is some pattern 
or gross violation of traditional prac
tice, it is extraordinary for the gentle
man to interrupt the proceedings of 
the House over such a matter for an 
hour's debate. 

The gentleman is entitled, as any 
Member of the House is, under the 
House rules, as he knows, to bring this 
matter to the attention of the Com
mittee on Standards of Official Con
duct, which is a bipartisan committee 

equally divided, on which no party 
holds a majority, and which is set up 
for the purpose of receiving any com
plaints that might be directed against 
individual Members in their official 
conduct. Why he has not chosen to do 
that, which is perfectly within his 
power and authority to do, I cannot 
explain. Perhaps the gentleman will 
tell me and tell the House why he has 
chosen this extraordinary method by 
which to raise this issue. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Washing
ton for his comments. I would be 
happy to answer. 

As has been pointed out, the event is 
scheduled for July 15, 5 days away. I 
have a real concern, having served in 
public office for 12 years prior to 
coming here, about the integrity of an 
elected official and the activities sur
rounding what happens to that 
person. 

When this was delivered to my 
office, I felt strongly enough about it 
that I felt it would be necessary to 
come here and discuss it. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman answer a question for me? 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Let me just 
finish. 

The one concern I have is: Is this 
going to be an activity that is sanc
tioned, and if it is on July 15, then we 
should have the sanction or the defini
tion of the sanction by the committee 
in question rather than submitting it 
in the manner the optional authority 
provides. 

Mr. FOLEY. Will the gentleman tell 
the House whether the distribution 
was by a Member of Congress to his 
office? 

Mr. McCANDLESS. The distribution 
was by hand. 

Mr. FOLEY. By a Member of Con
gress? 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Not by a 
Member of Congress. 

Mr. FOLEY. Does the gentleman 
know of his own knowledge whether 
the distribution was authorized by any 
Member of Congress? 

Mr. McCANDLESS. The letter was 
signed by two people. 

Mr. FOLEY. But was the distribu
tion authorized by a Member of Con
gress, to the Member's knowledge? 

Mr. McCANDLESS. The precedence 
that I cited in the previous two sec
tions of the Government Code, one 
dealing with a public office in a public 
building and the solicitation, the defi
nition of those items appeared to be in 
order. 

Mr. FOLEY. I do not think the gen
tleman is answering the question. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. If I may contin
ue to answer the gentleman from 
Washington, my purpose here is to see 
if this is a sanctioned activity. If it is, 
then fine. But the committee in ques
tion should be the one to decide that. 
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Mr. FOLEY. What I am trying to 

discover from the gentleman is if he 
knows from his own knowledge and 
has brought this matter to the House 
as a result of his own knowledge that 
the distribution was made either by a 
Member of Congress or at a Member 
of Congress' direction. 

I wonder if the gentleman could en
lighten me if he has information that 
satisfies him that a Member of Con
gress either handed it to someone in 
his office or authorized and directed 
that. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. In response to 
this, I do not believe this is the place 
to actually get into the details of that. 
I believe the Ethics Committee is the 
place to do that. But we could certain
ly take a deposition of the person who 
delivered this and ask that person, 
"Were you authorized by a Member of 
Congress or one of the signing par
ties?" 

The SPEAKER. The 5 minutes of 
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
FoLEY] has expired. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield to me? · 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Yes, I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

There was an attempt, I think, to 
make somewhat light of the issue by 
saying that there may have been a 
technical violation of the rules and the 
law here. 

Would the gentleman describe again 
what he is saying is the violation that 
we are dealing with, so that we under
stand, that it may be of a serious 
enough nature that it should be ad
dressed by the House of Representa
tives? 

Mr. McCANDLESS. There are two 
sections of title 18 of the United 
States Code dealing with this, section 
602 and section 607. Respectively, the 
two sections' general subject matter is, 
first, solicitation of staff people, 
second, activity such as this in a public 
building. 

I am not in a position to be able to 
pass judgment on these as they relate 
to this matter. That is why I am 
asking that this go to the Ethics Com
mittee. 

Mr. WALKER. And the question has 
been raised whether or not the Mem
bers directly authorized this to be 
delivered in House buildings. 

The gentleman, I think, has made 
the point that the letter to which he 
has reference was signed by Members 
of Congress; is that correct? 

Mr. McCANDLESS. That is true. 
Mr. WALKER. Does the gentleman 

have any reason to believe that the 
Members did not authorize this distri
bution to take place? 

Mr. McCANDLESS. It would cer
tainly appear obvious that someone in 
a staff position would not sign a letter 
of this nature over a block of names. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield to me, in fairness? 

Mr. McCANDLESS. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. FOLEY. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania has propounded a ques
tion that seems to me extraordinary. 
He has made the assumption that the 
Member of Congress that the gentle
man is referring to must have author
ized it or that Member's staff must 
have authorized it. 

What I was trying to discover from 
the gentleman is whether he had any 
personal knowledge that any Member 
of Congress authorized or distributed 
the document. And I guess his answer 
is no, he does not have that knowl
edge. 

Is that correct? 
Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, in direct 

response to that question, will the gen
tleman yield for just a moment? 

Mr. McCANDLESS. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GEKAS. It seems to me-and 
the gentleman from California can 
correct me-that it would not matter 
whether or not a Member of Congress 
authorized the distribution of this par
ticular material. 

So the question is moot for the pur
pose of these proceedings. 

The question is: Who authorized it 
and how did it come about to be dis
tributed. And that is what, as I under
stand, the gentleman from California 
wants to seek out and to have discov
ered by the Ethics Committee; is that 
correct? 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield to me further? 

Mr. McCANDLESS. I yield to the 
gentleman from Washington. 
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Mr. FOLEY. I think we can assume 

that there would be a serious problem 
if any one of the Members of this 
House who is giving a fundraiser, were 
to have an invitation to it, without his 
authority, or his knowledge, distribut
ed to another Member's office, only to 
have that act result in a question of 
privilege being raised. No one here 
would deny it would be a grave injus
tice to impute any authority or deci
sion to a Member in such an instance. 

All that I am saying is that the gen
tleman from California has suggested 
that the appropriate place to raise 
questions about such a distribution is 
with the Ethics Committee. And I 
asked him earlier why did he not take 
the matter directly to the Ethics Com
mittee. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Reclaiming my 
time, I would say to the gentleman the 
reason I took this route is because the 
activity in question is to take place on 
July 15, 5 days away. The amount of 
time necessary for the Ethics Commit
tee activities, the event would have 
passed, and therefore my intent here 
is to find out whether or not this type 

of an activity surrounding the fund
raiser in question is a legal function, 
and if it is, then fine. 

Mr. FOLEY. If the gentleman will 
yield, the gentleman wishes to refer 
this matter to the Ethics Committee 
through a privileged motion but he 
could bring it directly to the attention 
of the Ethics Committee. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. That is because 
by the time it goes through the Ethics 
Committee, the event will have tran
spired. 

Mr. FOLEY. I think that is not a 
correct statement if the gentleman 
makes complaint. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. I would like to 
respond to the gentleman from Wash
ington, and I want to say that I have 
respect for the gentleman. The issue, I 
think, without belaboring it, is: There 
is a letterhead. The letterhead has a 
chairman. The letterhead is dated. 
The salutation is "Dear I'3mocratic 
Colleague," and it is signed by two 
gentlemen of Congress, cochairmen. 

At the bottom of the letterhead is 
the street address, Washington, and it 
is paid for by Democratic Congression
al Campaign Committee funds, not by 
public funds. 

As far as I am concerned, for pur
poses of this discussion and the intent 
of my objective, this is grounds 
enough tO{{ether with the enclosures 
to do what I have done. Understand
ably, other people will not agree. 

Mr. FOLEY. If the gentleman will 
yield, I just wanted to point out that I 
do not think the gentleman suggests 
that a public meeting, scheduled to 
take place outside the House of Repre
sentatives or its buildings is illegal. 
The question is whether solicitation to 
attend the meeting was made within 
the House of Representatives that 
raises a question of propriety. 

The meeting itself, the gentleman 
does not allege to be in violation of the 
law, does he? 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Before yielding 
to my friend from Pennsylvania, I 
would say the issue is not the meeting 
itself; it is the method by which DCCC 
contributions were solicited. The solic
itation appears to be in violation of 
two sections of the U.S. Criminal 
Code. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCANDLESS. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. WALKER. I think we need to 
quote the letter or rather the ques
tionable sentence in the letter, which 
says: 

We are asking each Democratic office to 
sell at least five $10 tickets, as well as en
couraging those folks to become majority 
party members. 

In other words, it is a direct solicita
tion that I think the gentleman has 
reference to rather than a public 
meeting, rather than all of the rest of 
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the flim-flam that gets thrown on the 
floor here. That fact is, that is the vio
lation which the gentleman has refer
ence. It is a matter which was distrib
uted on Capitol Hill, and that is the 
question the gentleman has raised. 

It seems to me that if in fact the 
place to address this is the Ethics 
Committee, as the gentleman from 
Washington has contended, then ev
eryone in the House is going to want 
to support this resolution because that 
is specifically what this resolution 
says, that the matter ought to be re
ferred to the Ethics Committee to find 
out whether or not these charges have 
validity and that we ought to have a 
full investigation by the Ethics Com
mittee. 

The gentleman from Washington 
has just told us that that is where it 
ought to be resolved. He has told the 
gentleman that is where he should 
have taken it in the first place. The 
gentleman has chosen to raise a legiti
mate question of privileges of the 
House; he has done so; he has a resolu
tion before us to send it to the Ethics 
Committee. We ought to have unani
mous approval by this House for this 
matter to go to the Ethics Committee 
for full investigation. 

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCANDLESS. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. LUNGREN. I thank the gentle
man. 

As all our colleagues know, the 
Ethics Committee is the only commit
tee that is established with 50 percent 
representation by both parties. It is 
the committee that we refer things of 
a delicate nature which involve ethical 
questions, and it seems to me it is pre
cisely the place you want this question 
to go if we are going to find out. the 
facts that were raised by the distin
guished majority whip. 

If you have to take depositions, you, 
as an individual Member, have no 
right to require people to come before 
you. That takes the authority of a 
committee. I would just hope tha.t the 
gentleman's resolution that presently 
is before us would not be subject to a 
motion to table, which essentially 
would mean that we would be voting 
against sending this to the very com
mittee that the gentleman from Wash
ington has suggested that this ques
tion should go and in which it should 
be resolved. 

So I would hope that if the time 
comes that a motion to table is pre
sented, that we would vote that down 
because, in fact, what that would do 
would be defeat the very thing that 
the gentleman from California and 
the gentleman from Washington 
appear to agree on, and that is this 
question ought to be resolved ulti
mately by the Ethics Committee. If 
there is no violation, we should know 
that. If clarification in our rules are 

necessary to make sure that we do not 
have a question before us that legiti
mately ought not to be before us, we 
will not have this happen in the 
future. 

I thank the gentleman for present
ing the resolution; it is one avenue of 
getting us to the Ethics Committee. If 
we were to table it at this time, the 
gentleman would have to take another 
route which would delay the resolu
tion and the questions before us 
before the date of the subject matter 
in question. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCANDLESS. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. FOLEY. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Speaker, I do not think it is 

clear to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. LUNGREN] what my intention was 
in proposing the question to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. McCAND
LEss]. 

If the gentleman from California 
who has raised this question of privi
lege says that the Ethics Committee is 
the appropriate place to have this 
matter considered, the issue could be 
now, today, at this moment, before the 
Ethics Committee by the gentleman's 
signature. The regular rules of the 
Ethics Committee, the Standards of 
Official Conduct Committee, and the 
House, provide that a complaint can 
be made by any Member against any 
official, employee, or Member of the 
House of Representatives, and it is to
tally unnecessary to take this extraor
dinary procedure of raising a question 
of privilege in the House. To do so is 
to allow an hour's debate on the sub
ject without adequate preparation. 

The other point I was trying to 
make, if the gentleman will yield fur
ther, is that the gentleman has no in
formation, as I understand it, that any 
Member of Congress, either delivered, 
distributed, or authorized the delivery 
or distribution of this particular flyer. 
In the event that it was distributed, a 
technical violation may have occurred 
but that violation was not necessarily 
made by those who have sponsored 
this event. In any case, the event itself 
is clearly of an ordinary kind; it does 
not raise any question of illegality or 
impropriety. So for the gentleman to 
use the excuse that the event is 
coming up begs the question. 

The whole purpose, he says, of his 
raising this issue, is to raise the ques
tion of improper distribution. That 
can be raised before, during or after 
the event. The event is not said to be 
illegal. If we were going to begin a 
process of considering every ethics 
question that is raised about the ac
tions of a Member, employee or offi
cial of the House in the midst of the 
House of Representatives, as a ques
tion of privilege a precedent will be 
created that will seriously disrupt and 
disturb the proceedings of the House, 

and is entirely unnecessary in order to 
serve the purposes that the gentleman 
from California claims he wants to 
achieve. 

Exactly what the gentleman wants 
could be accomplished by the gentle
man's own signature. Yesterday or 
this morning; it does not require any 
action of the House or a referral of 
any kind. It is a matter within the 
normal procedure that the gentleman 
is perfectly capable of doing without 
the authority or direction of the 
House of Representatives. Bringing 
this matter before the entire House is 
unnecessary, and in my judgment, cre
ates a bad precedent in the use of the 
question of privilege. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, re
claiming my time, the issue here also 
deals with the Ethics Manual for 
Members and employees of the U.S. 
House of Representatives. The issue, 
in view of the section dealing with po
litical contributions from Government 
employees on page 123, needs to be de
cided. 

In addition, the issue of campaign 
activity in a Federal building, on page 
136, needs to be decided. These are key 
issues in the campaign process, in the 
fundraising process, and in the daily 
activities of an elected official. We can 
flim-flam, we can double talk, we can 
do all we want to. I am asking for the 
Ethics Committee to make a decision 
relative to this activity and those two 
sections of the United States Code and 
our Ethics Manual. 

0 1100 
That is a simple point, Mr. Speaker. 

That is the reason I am here, and why 
I have asked that this be done before 
the event to be held on July 15. It is 
not up to me or any other Member of 
this House, standing here today, to try 
to second guess or to come up with a 
conclusion on how this actually took 
place, whether it was handed by a girl 
or a boy or by the left hand or the 
right hand, or something else. That is 
the purpose of the Ethics Committee. 

I would ask, Mr. Speaker, that my 
resolution be given favorable consider
ation. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous 
question. 

MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. FOLEY 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
lay the resolution on the table. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion of the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. FOLEY] to lay the 
resolution on the table. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, I 
asked prior to that for the previous 
question and I was not recognized. 

The SPEAKER. A motion to lay on 
the table takes precedence over the 
previous question. The gentleman is 
well aware of that. 

The question is on the motion to lay 
the resolution on the table offered by 
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the gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
FOLEY]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, I 
object to the vote on the ground that 
a quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 233, nays 
170, answered present 6, not voting 24, 
as follows: 

Ackerman 
Addabbo 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bates 
Bedell 
Bennett 
Berman 
Bevill 
Blagg! 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner<TN> 
Bonior <MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brooks 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton <CA> 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Carper 
Chappell 
Clay 
Coelho 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coyne 
Crockett 
Darden 
Daschle 
de la Garza 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Ding ell 
Donnelly 
Dorgan<ND> 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart <OH> 
Edgar 
Edwarcls <CA> 
English 
Erdreich 
Evans <IL> 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Flippo . 

[Roll No. 2131 
YEAS-233 

Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford <MI> 
Ford <TN> 
Fowler 
Frank 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gray <IL> 
Gray <PA> 
Guarini 
Hall<OH> 
Hall, Ralph 
Hamilton 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Hertel 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jacobs 
Jenkins 
Jones<NC> 
Jones<OK> 
Jones<TN> 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kastenmeier 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Lehman<CA) 
Lehman<FL> 
Leland 
Levin <MI> 
Levine <CA> 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Luken 
MacKay 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McHugh 
Mica 
Mikulski 
Miller <CA) 

Min eta 
Mitchell 
Moakiey 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Morrison <CT> 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Panetta 
Pease 
Penny 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Pickle 
Price 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Reid 
Richarclson 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Sharp 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith<FL> 
Smith<IA> 
Solarz 
Spratt 
StGermain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Stud cis 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauzin 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 

Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walgren 

Archer 
Armey 
Bad ham 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Broomfield 
Broyhill 
Burton <IN> 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Carney 
Chandler 
Chapple 
Cheney 
Clinger 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coleman <MO> 
Combest 
Conte 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Craig 
Crane 
Dannemeyer 
Daub 
Davis 
DeLay 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
DioGuardi 
Dornan<CA> 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Eckert <NY> 
Edwarcls <OK) 
Emerson 
Evans <IA> 
Fa well 
Fielcls 
Fish 
Franklin 
Frenzel 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Gradison 
Green 
Gregg 

Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitley 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 

NAYS-170 

Wirth 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wright 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<MO> 

Grotberg Petri 
Gunderson Porter 
Hammerschmidt Pursell 
Hartnett 
Hendon 
Henry 
Hiler 
Hillis 
Holt 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Jefforcls 
Johnson 
Kasich 
Kindness 
Kolbe 
Kramer 
Lagomarsino 
Leach <IA> 
Lent 
Lewis <CA> 
Lewis <FL> 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Loeffler 
Lott 
Lowery<CA> 
Lujan 
Lungren 
Mack 
Madigan 
Marlenee 
Martin <NY> 
McCain 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McDade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McKernan 
McKinney 
McMillan 
Meyers 
Miller <OH> 
Miller <WA> 
Molinari 
Monson 
Moorhead 
Morrison <WA> 
Nielson 
O'Brien 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parris 
Pashayan 

Quillen 
Regula 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland <CT> 
Rudd 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schneider 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Skeen 
Slaughter 
Smith<NE> 
Smith <NH> 
Smith<NJ> 
Smith, Denny 
Smith, Robert 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Stangeland 
Strang 
Stratton 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swindall 
Tauke 
Taylor 
Thomas<CA> 
VanderJagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weber 
Whitehurst 
Whittaker 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wylie 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Zschau 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-6 
Dixon 
Dwyer 

Asp in 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Boulter 
Brown<CA> 
Brown<CO> 
Carr 
Daniel 

Hansen 
Mollohan 

Myers 
Spence 

NOT VOTIN0-24 
Dyson 
Fiedler 
Frost 
Hefner 
Heftel 
Ireland 
Kemp 
Latta 

0 1110 

Leath <TX> 
Lowry<WA) 
Lundine 
Martin <IL> 
Michel 
Moore 
Ritter 
Shelby 

Mr. SLAUGHTER and Mr. STRAT
TON changed their votes from "yea" 
to "nay." 

Mr. REID changed his vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana changed his 
vote from "nay" to "present." 

Mr. DWYER of New Jersey changed 
his vote from "yea" to "present." 

So the motion to lay the resolution 
on the table was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was an
nounced as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

0 1120 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, I 

. ask unanimous consent that all Mem
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re
marks on the resolution just tabled. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
MURTHA). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Califor
nia? 

There was no objection. 

INTERNATIONAL SECURITY AND 
DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION 
ACT OF 1985 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to House Resolution 140 and rule 
XXIII, the Chair declares the House 
in the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur
ther consideration of the bill, H.R. 
1555. 

0 1122 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the further consideration of 
the bill <H.R. 1555 ), to amend the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961, the Arms 
Export Control Act, and the Agricul
tural Trade Development and Assist
ance Act of 1954, to authorize develop
ment and security assistance programs 
for fiscal year 1986, and for other pur
poses, with Mr. AuCoiN in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com

mittee of the Whole rose on Tuesday, 
July 9, 1985, title III was open to 
amendment at any point. There are 6 
hours remaining for debate on the bill 
and the committee substitute under 
the 5-minute rule. 

Are there further amendments to 
title III? 

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the 
Foreign Affairs Committee has done a 
good job establishing the limits and 
conditions under which U.S. foreign 
aid should be distributed in 1986, and I 
hope that by the time the smoke has 
cleared following this debate we will 
be left with a good bill. 

However, I must say in reviewing the 
list of amendments proposed on the 
floor of the House, that I doubt we 
have contributed very much to our 
own or to our Nation's understanding 
of the U.S. foreign assistance program. 
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This is true, in part, because of the 

desire of many Members to solve prob
lems through the foreign aid process 
that simply cannot be solved either by 
providing or by withholding foreign 
aid. If you look at the list of amend
ments offered to the bill, you will find 
that the majority deal with four 
issues: 

Terrorism; 
Family planning; 
Narcotics; and 
Aid to actual or so-called democratic 

liberation movements; 
These are important and controver

sial issues-but they have remarkably 
little to do with what the U.S. foreign 
aid program can actually accomplish. 

And because of our fascination with 
these issues, the problems that are in 
fact of central importance to the effec
tiveness and efficiency of foreign aid 
have been neglected. 

We have not, for example, discussed 
the wisdom during this debate of de
voting literally one-half of all U.S. for
eign aid to two countries; 

We have not discussed the extent to 
which the U.S. foreign military sales 
program has contributed to Third 
World debt, and to military instability 
in several regions around the world; 

We have spent little or no time talk
ing about the effectiveness of the mili
tary and humanitarian assistance we 
do provide. 

Have we, for example, really 
strengthened democratic institutions 
and gained friends for the United 
States through the hundreds of mil
lions of dollars we have poured into 
the Philippines and South Korea in 
recent years? 

Are the millions of dollars sent by 
Americans to North Africa for famine 
relief being used effectively and com
passionately for that pm·pose? 

Is our development aid program a 
match for the grinding human misery 
and political backwardness of a coun
try like Haiti-if not, should we be 
doing more, or should we give up? 

How much good can our foreign aid 
program do for the dozens of countries 
who have debt interest payments 10 
times the amount we annually provide 
in assistance to them? 

How much of our aid is being divert
ed through greed or corruption to the 
selfish purposes of those governing 
the countries receiving this aid? 

These are the issues we ought to be 
debating if we are serious about 
making certain that the taxpayers' 
dollars we have allocated to foreign as
sistance are being well spent. But our 
consideration of foreign aid should 
have a deeper level, as well. 

The recent hostage crisis in Beirut 
underlined the extent to which we 
need a strong and durable basis for un
derstanding not only the leaders of 
those countries with whom we have 
traditionally been allied, but also 
those with whom we will frequently 
disagree. 

The spate of terrorist acts directed 
against Americans ought not to endan
ger isolationism or a departure by our 
country from our own values of re
spect for life and respect for law. 

We are, it is true, a powerful coun
try, with worldwide interests-but 
those interests are matched by respon
sibilities; 

We are wealthy, but that wealth 
must be enjoyed in a world that is, on 
the whole, desperately poor; 

We are strong, but our greatest 
strength is that we have demonstrated 
over and over again our willingness to 
care for those who are less strong; 

And when we are wronged, we seek 
justice, not revenge. 

There are those who, acting out of 
anger and frustration, would replace 
Uncle Sam with Rambo as the symbol 
of the American character; there are 
those who believe the interests of our 
nation are well served when the rheto
ric used by the President of the United 
States descends to the level of shrill 
accusation once characteristic only of 
our adversaries; but those people are 
wrong; they forget our history; they 
underestimate our people; and they 
ignore the others with whom we must 
share life on this planet. 

The United States is not a reaction
ary nation. Our foreign policy-and 
our modest program of foreign aid
should be designed to deal over the 
long term with a world that is compli
cated and dangerous, but which is also 
filled with people who have for dec
ades turned to the United States not 
in awe of our power or in fear of our 
military might, but because they 
sensed in us the capacity to care about 
the helpless; to learn about the differ
ent; and to seek-1 repeat-justice, not 
revenge-when provoked. 

We should stand in contrast to, not 
in imitation of, those with whom we 
compete for influence and power in 
this world. 

That is what our foreign policy 
should be about; that is what our for
eign aid program should be about; 
that is what this debate should have 
been about. 

0 1130 
Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

I would like to make an announce
ment now that we have started. 

Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to say 
that we had hoped to have been start
ed and well along by now. But as you 
know, we have 6 hours remaining and 
a good many titles to go through. 

It would be our hope that we could 
finish all of this tonight. We are right 
now on title III, and we have an 
amendment which would be proffered 
by the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. SMITH], maybe two amendments, 
I am not sure. We have been working, 
I might say, with the gentleman from 

New Jersey to see if we could reach 
some agreement. We are very close, 
but we are not there yet. 

We have an agreement, however, 
that we would ask unanimous consent 
for 1 hour on this amendment, the 
Smith amendment, which appears on 
page 41 and involves lines 7 to 21. 

Is that correct, I would ask the gen
tleman from New Jersey? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. If the 
gentleman will yield, that is correct. 

Mr. F ASCELL. And the time would 
be divided, half to be controlled by the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
SMITH], and half to be controlled by 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. KOSTMA YER]. 

So Mr. Chairman, I would propound 
a unanimous-consent request that on 
the Smith amendment appearing on 
page 41, the time on that amendment 
and all amendments thereto be limited 
to 1 hour, half of the time to be con
trolled by the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. SMITH]; and half of the 
time to be controlled by the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. KosT
MAYER]. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF NEW 

JERSEY 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 

Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SMITH of New 

Jersey: Page 41, strike out lines 7 through 
21 and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

"(5)(a) AFFIRMATION OF UNITED STATES 
SUPPORT FOR VOLUNTARY FAMILY PLAN
NING.-The Congress finds the following: 

"(i) In most countries of the developing 
world, efforts to moderate very high rates of 
population growth through voluntary 
family planning can make substantial con
tributions to the health and nutritional 
status of the population (particularly that 
of mothers and children>, to efforts to 
achieve social and economic progress, and to 
the reduction of political tensions within 
and between countries. 

"(ii) There has been strong bipartisan con
gressional support over the past 25 years 
through six administrations for voluntary 
family planning activities as effective meas
ures to deal with the economic, social, and 
political problems arising from rapid popu
lation growth among the world's poorest 
countries. 

"<iii> A central tenet of United States pop
ulation assistance, and of the international 
and nongovernmental organizations receiv
ing such assistance, is that individuals and 
couples should have the information and 
the means to make informed, voluntary, and 
responsible choices about childbearing. Co
ercion in family planning programs is unac
ceptable, and abortion should not be pro
moted as a method of family planning. 

"(iv) The Government of the People's Re
public of China has systematically em
ployed coercive abortion and coercive sterili
zation as a means of enforcing that Govern
ment's 'one-child-per-couple' policy. The 
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rigid application of the 'one-child' policy 
has also led to large-scale infanticide. 
The Congress condemns these practices as 
crimes against humanity and calls upon the 
Government of the People's Republic of 
China to cease these human rights abuses. 

"(b) RESTRICTIONS ON FuNDING FOR POPU
LATION PROGRAMS IN THE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC 
OF CHINA.-In view of the use of coerced 
abortion, coerced sterilization, and infanti
cide in the People's Republic of China, none 
of the funds made available to carry out 
this part may be used to carry out popula
tion planning programs in the People's Re
public of China, including through contribu
tions to any international organization or 
any private and voluntary organization 
which would use the funds for population 
programs in that country. None of these 
funds may be made available to be used to 
carry out population planning programs in 
any other country in which there are valid 
and consistent reports of coerced abortion 
or coerced sterilization. 

"(C) UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT EFFORTS 
To CHANGE THE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF 
CHINA'S POPULATION PROGRAM.-The Presi
dent shall annually determine whether 
there are valid reports of coerced abortion, 
coerced sterilization, or infanticide as part 
of or in direct consequence of the popula
tion planning programs of the People's Re
public of China. If the President determines 
that there are valid reports of such prac
tices as part of or in direct consequence of 
the population planning programs of the 
People's Republic of China, he shall in
struct his representatives to raise with rep
resentatives of the Government of the Peo
ple's Republic of China the humanitarian 
concern with which the people of the 
United States view these reports and the 
negative impact which they have on the 
continued development of United States
China relations. The President shall also 
review other aspects of United States-China 
bilateral relations and programs to consider 
what further steps could be taken to deter 
such coercive practices. 

"(d) UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT EFFORTS 
To END UNFPA's PRoGRAM IN THE PEoPLE's 
REPUBLIC OF CHINA.-If at any time the 
President determines that there are valid 
reports of coerced abortion, coerced sterili
zation, or infanticide as part of or in direct 
consequence of the population planning 
programs of the People's Republic of China, 
the President shall instruct the United 
States representative to any international 
organization which receives population 
planning funds under this part to reopen 
consideration, in the appropriate decision
making bodies of that organization, of that 
organization's programs in the People's Re
public of China and to oppose the extension 
of assistance by that organization to the 
People's Republic of China for population 
planning purposes. 

"(e) PRESIDENTIAL AUTHORITY To WITH
HOLD UNITED STATES CONTRIBUTION TO THE 
UNITED NATIONS FuND FOR POPULATION Ac
TIVITIES.-<i> If the President determines, 
under subparagraph <D>. that there are 
valid reports of coerced abortion, coerced 
sterilization, or infanticide as part of or in 
direct consequence of the population plan
ning programs of the People's Republic of 
China, and if he determines that the United 
Nations Fund for Population Activities is 
funding, directly or indirectly, population 
planning programs in the People's Republic 
of China, then the President shall, on the 
basis of those determinations, decide on the 
amount of funds authorized under this part 

which shall be contributed to the United 
Nations Fund for Population Activities 
during that fiscal year. In making this deci
sion, the President shall take into consider
ation whether the People's Republic of 
China has made significant and sustained 
progress in eliminating coerced abortion, co
erced sterilization, and infanticide. 

"(ii) Any funds withheld from the United 
Nations Fund for Population Activities shall 
remain available for obligation for other 
United States population assistance pro
grams. 

"(iii) The President shall report on his de
terminations as required by this paragraph, 
including his decision regarding the amount 
of the United States contribution to the 
United Nations Fund for Population Activi
ties, to the chairman of the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs of the House of Representa
tives and the chairman of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations of the Senate. The Presi
dent's report shall include the steps the 
United States has taken to address concerns 
relating to population planning policies of 
the People's Republic of China in the ap
propriate international bodies and bilateral
ly. The President's report must be transmit
ted by July 1 of any fiscal year in order to 
allow opportunity for consideration of a 
joint resolution of disapproval.". 

Page 39, strike out lines 21 through 24; 
and page 40, line 1, strike out "(B)'' and 
insert in lieu thereof "(2)". 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (during 
the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend
ment be considered as read and print
ed in the RECORD. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the unani

mous-consent request, the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] is recog
nized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, nearly 40 years ago, 
certain German officials were convict
ed at the Nuremberg war crimes trials 
of forcing Polish women to submit to 
abortions. These officials were found 
to have engaged in what was termed 
crimes against humanity. 

There is now available in the public 
domain a compelling body of evidence 
demonstrating that the Government 
of the People's Republic of China is 
systematically enforcing coerced abor
tions as a means of population control. 
There have been reliable reports of 
government-mandated abortions in 
the People's Republic of China since 
the one-child-per-couple policy was 
adopted in 1979. 

Within the past year, the evidence 
has multiplied that there is coerced 
abortion and that these are not isolat
ed instances, but rather are, in fact, an 
integral part of the one-child-per
couple policy. 

In an incisive three-part expos~ of 
the People's Republic of China pro
gram, Washington Post reporter Mi
chael Weisskopf wrote earlier this 
year, and I quote in part: 

Publicly, they claim to rely on the powers 
of persuasion and education, exercising a 
policy of voluntary consent. 

But a closer and longer look reveals a very 
different picture. China, to be sure, is curb
ing its population growth, but its success is 
rooted in widespread coercion, wanton abor
tion and intrusion by the state into the 
most intimate of human affairs. 

The size of a family is too important to be 
left to the personal decision of a couple. 

So says the Family Planning Minis
ter before he resigned. 

"Births are a matter of economic 
planning, just like other economic and 
social activities," he goes on to say. 

"A couple cannot have a baby just 
because it wants to." 

Washington Post reporter Weisskopf 
goes on to say in his article, 

Faced with strong popular resistance, 
Peking resorts to even stronger measures. 
To this struggle, it brings the full powers of 
a totalitarian state, operating without fear 
of political opposition. There is no check on 
official abuse, no outlet for human rights 
complaints and no forum for public debate 
of the policy. 

Finally, the article goes on to say, 
"Any mother who becomes pregnant 
again without receiving official au
thorization after having one child is 
required," and I repeat, "is required to 
have an abortion, and the incidence of 
such operations is stunning-53 mil
lion from 1979 to 1984 • • • a 5-year 
abortion count approximately equal to 
the population of France." 

Mr. Chairman, like most Americans, 
I welcome the improvements that 
have occurred in recent years between 
the United States and the People's Re
public of China. I admire the Chinese 
people who have accomplished much 
under often adverse circumstances. 

But we cannot remain silent in the 
face of large-scale human rights 
abuses which are currently occurring 
in the nation. This body must respond 
to these coercive practices in a strong 
and substantive manner. 

I have followed this matter, Mr. 
Chairman, over the last couple of 
years. The problem is not going away. 
It seems to be getting worse. 

Mr. Chairman, the other body has 
included, as you all known, strong lan
guage on this issue in its version of the 
authorization bill. The amendment 
which I offer today differs in some im
portant respects from that language. 

During consideration of H.R. 1555 in 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, I 
offered an amendment similar to the 
language adopted by the other body. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] will sus
pend for just one moment. 

The Chair reminded Members yes
terday that it is a breach of debate of 
Members in the House to call atten
tion to specific legislative action in the 
other body or to name Senators in the 
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other body, and the Chair repeats that 
admonition now. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I appreciate that clarifica
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, there have been sev
eral misstatements made about that 
amendment, and I in no way accept 
those misrepresentations. But in order 
to try to provide more concise and 
clear language for the amendment, I 
have drafted a very long and precise 
amendment to accomplish the ends 
that I think we will be in agreement 
with here today. I have run this 
amendment by many of the pro-life or
ganizations who have been intimately 
involved in this issue, and they too 
concur that this amendment has merit 
and they do support it. 

Mr. Chairman, at this time, I would 
like to walk the membership through 
the amendment very briefly, section 
by section. 

The first section of the amendment 
consists of four findings by the Con
gress. The first two findings express 
the bipartisan support which exists in 
the Congress for voluntary family 
planning programs and the benefits 
which the Congress believes flow from 
those programs. 

It has been falsely charged that I 
and other Members are using this 
issue of forced abortions in China as a 
"smokescreen" to damage the popula
tion assistance program. Damaging 
the population assistance program is 
not my goal, and I think this revised 
amendment makes it crystal clear. 

The third finding stresses that it is a 
central tenet of our population assist
ance program that family planning be 
voluntary. It declares that coercion is 
unacceptable and repeats the declara
tion of last year's International Con
ference on Population in Mexico City, 
that abortions should not be promoted 
as a means of family planning. 

The fourth finding declares that the 
Government of the People's Republic 
of China has systematically employed 
coercive abortion and coercive sterili
zation, and calls upon the Government 
of the People's Republic of China to 
cease these human rights abuses. 

These findings, Mr. Chairman, are 
followed by four operative provisions. 

Paragraph (B) of the amendment 
basically restates the language offered 
by the gentlewoman from Maine [Ms. 
SNOWE] which was adopted in the 
committee. It prohibits international 
organizations, such as the U.N. Fund 
for Population Activities, from con
tributing U.S. funds to the People's 
Republic of China program for popu
lation. 

Standing alone, this committee-ap
proved provision would have symbolic 
value but little substantive effect. 
Money is fungible, and this provision 
would simply require a little bookkeep
ing at the UNFP A. UNFP A will gladly 
keep our money in a so-called segre-

gated account, but UNFP A's support 
for the People's Republic of China 
program would in no way be inhibited 
by this bookkeeping. exercise. None
theless, in the context of the remain
der of the amendment, this provision 
is of some use. 

Paragraph (C) requires the Presi
dent to "annually determine whether 
there are valid reports of coerced abor
tions, coerced sterilizations, or infanti
cide as part of or in direct consequence 
of the population planning programs 
of the People's Republic of China." 

If the President determines that 
there are valid reports, he shall do the 
following: "Under paragraph <C>, he 
shall instruct his representatives to 
raise the humanitarian concern of the 
United States regarding these reports 
with the Government of the People's 
Republic of China." 

0 1140 

The President then shall review bi
lateral relations and programs to con
sider what steps, if necessary, might 
be taken to deter coercive practices. 
Further, the President shall instruct 
the U.S. representative to any interna
tional organization such as the 
UNFP A to oppose extension of popula
tion planning assistance to the Peo
ple's Republic of China. Again, this is 
similar to committee-approved provi
sions. 

Further, in any year in which the 
President determines that there are 
valid reports of coerced abortion as a 
part of or in direct consequence of the 
population planning programs, he 
shall, in light of that determination, 
decide on what the U.S. contribution 
to the UNFPA will be for that year. 
The amendment states, in making this 
decision, that the President shall take 
into consideration whether the Peo
ple's Republic of China has made sig
nificant and sustained progress in 
eliminating coerced abortion, coerced 
sterilization, and 

The amendment further states, and 
I think this is important to note, that 
any funds withheld from UNFP A shall 
remain available for obligation to 
other U.S. population assistance pro
grams. So it does not reduce our popu
lation assistance by 1 penny. In order 
to allow the President flexibility in 
the area, the amendment removes the 
earmark for UNFP A approved by the 
committee. 

The committee's report on H.R. 1555 
states on page 38, and I quote, "It is 
the sense of the committee that it 
does not support the UNFP A's pres
ence in China at this time." I believe if 
we truly expect UNFP A to be respon
sive to U.S. concerns regarding coer
cive practices which they themselves 
have condemned in other documents, 
we must eliminate this entitlement or 
earmark if we are to get their atten
tion. Unfortunately, UNFPA has been 

unresponsive to our plans up until 
now. 

Finally, my amendment requires 
that the President annually report on 
his determinations of these matters to 
the chairmen of the House Committee 
on Foreign Affairs and Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee, and to do so by 
July 1 of each fiscal year in order to 
allow time for consideration of a joint 
resolution of disapproval should such 
a resolution be appropriate. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment con
stitutes, I believe, a measured and ap
propriate response to the mass human 
rights violations which are without a 
doubt occurring today, as we debate 
this issue, in the People's Republic of 
China. 

This amendment goes well beyond 
the symbolic, weak provisions of the 
committee bill but it reflects the con
cerns which certain Members have ex
pre&Sed. In contrast with the Senate
approved language which continues to 
be a valuable approach, my revised 
amendment focuses on only one 
nation, the nation of the People's Re
public of China, where they know 
there are large-scale coercive popula
tion practices being employed. It 
places the Congress on record as 
taking note that these practices are 
wrong and condemns them and grants 
great flexibility to the President to re
spond to the problem and to any 
future developments positive or nega
tive, in a measured, substantive way. 

Mr. Chairman, history will not judge 
us kindly if diplomatic or other consid
erations cause us to remain silent-or 
to speak only in whispers-in the face 
of gross abuses of the basic human 
rights of literally millions of women 
and babies in the People's Republic of 
China. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of 
this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] has con
sumed 10 minutes of his time. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Florida, the chair
man of the full Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FASCELL TO THE 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF NEW 
JERSEY 

Mr. F ASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment to the amend
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FASCELL to the 

amendment offered by Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey: Strike out all that follows "Page" 
the first place it appears in the amendment 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
41, strike out lines 7 through 21 and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 

"(5)(a) AFFIRMATION OF UNITED STATES 
SUPPORT FOR VOLUNTARY FAMILY PLAN
NING.-The Congress finds as follows: 
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"(i) In most countries of the developing 

world, efforts to moderate very high rates of 
population growth through voluntary 
family planning can make substantial con
tributions to the health and nutritional 
status of the population, particularly that 
of mothers and children, to efforts to 
achieve social and economic progress, and to 
the reduction in political tensions within 
the between countries. 

"(ii) There has been strong bipartisan con
gressional support over the past 25 years, 
through six presidential administrations, 
for voluntary family planning activities as 
effective measures to deal with the econom
ic, social, and political problems arising 
from rapid population growth in the world's 
poorest countries. 

"(iii) It has been demonstrated conclusive
ly that the availability of population plan
ning assistance in support of effective vol
untary family planning programs contrib
utes substantially and directly to reduced 
reliance on abortion. 

"(iv> A central tenet of United States pop
ulation assistance, and of the international 
and nongovernmental organizations receiv
ing such assistance, is that individuals and 
couples should have the information and 
means to make informed, voluntary, andre
sponsible choices about childbearing. Coer
cion in family planning programs is unac
ceptable. 

"(v) Information has been reported by the 
media to the effect that coerced abortion 
and infanticide may have occurred in the 
People's Republic of China. Such reports 
jeopardize United States support for inter
national and nongovernmental organiza
tions which have family planning projects 
in the People's Republic of China. 

"(b) RESTRICTIONS ON FuNDING FOR POPU· 
LATION PROGRAMS IN THE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC 
OF CHINA.-In view of the concern in the 
Congress regarding reports of infanticide 
and coerced abortion in the People's Repub
lic of China, funds made available to carry 
out this part may not be used to carry out 
population planning programs in the Peo
ple's Republic of China, including through 
contributions to any international organiza
tion or any private and voluntary organiza
tion which w.ould use those funds for popu
lation programs in that country. Such funds 
may also not be used to carry out popula
tion planning programs in any other coun
try in which there are valid and consistent 
reports of coerced abortion. 

"(C) UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT EFFORTS 
TO PREvENT COERCED ABORTION OR INFANT!· 
CIDE IN THE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA.-If 
the President determines that the occur
ence of infanticide or coerced abortion is 
part of the population planning programs of 
the People's Republic of China, the Presi
dent, taking into account the full range of 
bilateral relations between the United 
States and the People's Republic of China, 
shall instruct his representative to raise 
with representatives of the Government of 
the People's Republic of China the humani
tarian concern with which the people of the 
United States view these policies and prac
tices and the negative impact that they 
have on the continued development of 
United States-China relations. 

"(d) UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT EFFORTS 
TO END UNFPA's PROGRAM IN THE PEOPLE'S 
REPUBLIC OF CHINA.-If the President deter
mines that the occurence of coerced abor
tion or widespread infanticide is part of the 
population planning programs of the Peo
ple's Republic of China, the President shall 
instruct the United States representatives 

to any international organization which re
ceives population planning funds under sub
section (b)-

"(i) to reopen consideration, in appropri
ate decisionmaking bodies of that organiza
tion, of that organization's programs in the 
People's Republic of China; and 

"(ii) to oppose the extension of assistance 
by that organization to the People's Repub
lic of China for population planning pur
poses. 

"(e) REDUCTION IN UNITED STATES CONTRI· 
BUTIONS TO UNFP A.-

"{i) AUTHORITY TO WITHHOLD FUNDS.
Funds otherwise required to be made avail
able to the United Nations Fund for Popula
tion Activities for fiscal year 1986 or fiscal 
year 1987 pursuant to subsection (g)(2)(A) 
of this section shall be withheld from that 
organization in accordance with clause (ii) 
of this subparagraph if the President deter
mines that the People's Republic of China 
has not made significant and sustained 
progress in eliminating incidents of coerced 
abortion and infanticide in its population 
program. 

"(it) AMOUNT WHICH MAY BE WITHHELD.
The President shall determine the amount 
to be withheld pursuant to clause (i), except 
that the amount withheld for a fiscal year 
may exceed the amount which equals the 
annual expenditure by the United Nations 
Fund for Population Activities for programs 
in the People's Republic of China only if 
the President submits a report to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on For
eign Relations of the Senate on the circum
stances which warrant such action. Any 
such report with respect to a fiscal year 
shall be submitted before July 1 of that 
fiscal year in order to allow the Congress an 
opportunity to consider a joint resolution of 
disapproval. Any report submitted pursuant 
to this clause shall describe the steps the 
United States has taken regarding the pro
grams of the United Nations Fund for Popu
lations Activities in the People's Republic of 
China and the efforts of United States Gov
ernment officials to raise this matter with 
representatives of the Government of the 
People's Republic of China. 

"(iii) USE OF FUNDS WITHHELD.-Any funds 
withheld pursuant to this subparagraph 
shall remain available for obligation for 
other United States population assistance 
programs.". 

Mr. FASCELL <during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I am 

offering this amendment on behalf of 
Mr. KosTMAYER and several other 
Members of the House. Our amend
ment is not simple, but the issue we 
are addressing also is not simple. I will 
say that, just on cursory examination, 
the amendment which I offer to the 
amendment by the gentleman from 
New Jersey, is relatively similar to the 
gentleman's amendment. We do not 
seem to have too many major disagree
ments, certainly not on the question of 
responding to reports of coerced abor
tion and infanticide in the People's 

Republic of China, which indeed are 
serious reports and should be ad
dressed in the context of this foreign 
aid bill. And I want to compliment the 
gentleman for his willingness to work 
in an effort to arrive at some under
standing that we can both support, be
cause there has been some disagree
ment about how we should respond to 
this problem. 

So our amendment, the amendment 
now pending to the amendment, also 
would give the President full author
ity to withhold up to the full U.S. con
tribution to the UNFPA, if he deems it 
necessary as a response to the continu
ing reports of coerced abortion and in
fanticide. In addition, it directs the 
President to make China's population 
program an issue of human rights con
cern in our bilateral relationships and 
directs him to reopen the issue of 
UNFP A support for family planning in 
China within the UNFPA. Finally, it 
reemphasizes the strong U.S. commit
ment to voluntary family planning 
and prohibits any U.S. funds from 
being spent in countries where there 
are valid reports of coerced abortion. 

So this amendment gives full au
thority to the President and provides 
the proper context for expression of 
our opposition to the practices in 
China. 

Now having said all of that, and said 
that the two amendments are similar, 
what are the differences? The differ
ences are meaningful in two regards. 
One is the way we refer to the prac
tices that we find abhorrent that 
occur in China. For shorthand pur
poses I will call that impolitic lan
guage in reference to another govern
ment. 

So in the substitute we deal with 
that with more diplomatic language, 
and we think that is important. I do 
not think it is any big issue of differ
ence between the gentleman from New 
Jersey and myself; if we have time, we 
may yet be able to see if we cannot 
reach agreement on that language. 
But we suggest and submit that the 
more politic language in the amend
ment to the amendment is preferable 
to the harsher language that is con
tained in the primary amendment. 

The other principal issue is earmark
ing. The gentleman from New Jersey, 
in his amendment, eliminates ear
marking for the U.N. fund for popula
tion activities. In our amendment to 
his amendment we retain the earmark
ing. We think this is important given 
the necessity to show a determination 
to continue with the program. Because 
of the events that have occurred and 
the dynamics which seems to grab an 
emotional issue, there is some concern 
on this point. I would say, however, 
that if the administration wanted to 
kill the program, they would kill it 
whether it is earmarked or not. But 
nevertheless because of this concern 
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we feel that it is important to retain 
the earmarking. Therefore, the 
amendment to the amendment is dif
ferent in that respect. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
substitute amendment. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KosTMAYER] 
has consumed 4 minutes of his time 
and has 26 minutes remaining. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
wonder if I could engaged my good 
friend from New Jersey in a colloquy. 
As the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
FASCELL], the chairman of the full 
committee, has indicated, I think we 
have come a long way toward resolving 
our differences. Indeed, the Fascell . 
amendment gives the President the 
option to terminate all funding for the 
U.N. Fund for Population Activities if 
he indeed determines that the alleged 
violations are taking place in China. 
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As Congressman FASCELL said, our 

concern is now with the earmarking, 
and as the gentleman from New Jersey 
knows, in the committee bill, 16 per
cent of the total population funds are 
earmarked for the UNFPA. 

It seems to me that that is the stick
ing point. There are some further 
issues of language which I think can 
be resolved. 

Now, all of us had speeches we were 
prepared to deliver; I would like to 
avoid that if I can; short circuit the 
process, and move along, and I wonder 
if my friend from New Jersey could re
spond to my inquiry as to whether or 
not he would be willing to accept the 
amendment being offered by the 
chairman of the full committee. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I think the issue of ear
marking is a very important one. The 
administration strongly opposes ear
marking for UNFP A in the bill. Re
gardless of the issue that we are deal
ing with regarding China, they are 
against the earmarking. 

They feel, and I concur with their 
feeling, that the President should 
have maximum flexibility in assessing 
the need of UNFP A and all the other 
international family planning organi
zations to come to a determination as 
to how much money is in the pool, and 
then to allocate that money based on 
a prioritization of the needs. 

Unfortunately in this bill, we are 
sending a conflicting message to the 
U.N. Fund for Population Activities. 
On the one hand, we are saying that 
they have erred; we are implying that 
at least, and I am saying it, because 
they have been comanagers of the co-

ercive program in China, but we are 
also increasing their funding. 

As the gentleman well knows, we are 
increasing to $320 million the amount 
of money. UNFPA would get 16 per
cent according to the earmark, which 
would boost their funding from the 
current $36 million to $51 million. So 
they are getting a very large increase 
of funding, but we are still giving the 
President discretion. I do think the 
chairman has come a long way, as 
have I; we have had a meeting of the 
minds to a large extent, I think, in 
terms of trying to work this whole 
issue out. 

We are sending contradictory mes
sages. I think that the President 
should have the ability to assess how 
much UNFP A should get in light of all 
factors; need as well as whether or not 
they are participating in the coercive, 
brutal Chinese program. 

So for that reason, I reluctantly 
oppose the substitute which has been 
offered, which I know has been of
fered in good faith, and I think that 
my amendment, as originally offered, 
is preferable for that reason. 

Also, if the gentleman will continue 
yielding to me, I think that it is impor
tant that we include in the bill a find
ing by Congress-which we have 
done-that China is indeed systemati
cally employing coercive practices in
cluding forced abortion. 

It is about time that we stop the 
charade that it is not really happen
ing; and I know that the committee 
has been, over the last year, shocked 
with various information that we re
ceived from many people who have 
come before our committee and have 
shared with us what is actually going 
on in China. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Reclaiming my 
time, Mr. Chairman, let me make a 
couple of points and again try to do it 
as briefly as possible. 

First, I'd like to share with my col
league an article on the importance of 
family planning, authored by Werner 
Fornos of the Population Institute 
which appeared in yesterday's Balti
more Sun. 

[From the Baltimore Sun, July 9, 1985] 
CALCULATED CONFUSION: GIVING FAMILY 

PLANNING AN UNDESERVED BAD NAME 
<By Werner Fornos> 

WASHINGTON.-After strong bipartisan 
support for 20 years, and the endorsement 
of five administrations, a major battle is 
shaping up in the U.S. Congress to elimi
nate voluntary family planning programs in 
the developing world. 

Lawmakers such as Senator Jesse Helms, 
Representative Jack Kemp and Representa
tive Chris Smith are attaching amendments 
to the Foreign Aid Bill. If the amendments 
are approved, they will cut off major fund
ing for overseas family planning assistance. 
The pretext for their actions are allegations 
of coerced abortions and infanticide in 
China, which nobody condones. In fact, 
abortion and coercive programs are express
ly prohibited by the Mexico City Recom
mendations, the World Population Plan of 

Action and the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights, all of which cover the types 
of projects supported by the United Nations 
Fund for Population Activities, the world's 
largest multilateral provider of family plan
ning programs. 

As no U.S. funds are used directly or indi
rectly for abortion or coercion programs, in 
China or elsewhere, the proposed amend
ments are unnecessary and irrelevant. They 
represent a deliberate assault on global 
family planning programs, and are a part of 
an anti-abortion policy that has been rapid
ly unfolding in Congress during the last 
three months. 

This policy, which is promoted by the 
Congressional Pro-Life Causus, totally mis
represents the facts. It is an attempt to 
create confusion by making abortion synon
ymous with family planning, when the two 
are completely different issues. Effective 
voluntary family planning programs are the 
bulwark against abortion and unwanted 
pregnancies. Any curtailment of funds for 
such programs would only serve to increase 
the number of illegal and often botched 
abortions in Third World countries. 

That developing countries want and need 
volunatry family planning programs was 
overwhelmingly endorsed at the Interna
tional Conference on Population in Mexico 
City last year, Attended by representatives 
from 147 countries, there was a strong call 
for action by the participants to implement 
population policies and programs to im
prove the quality of life on a global scale. It 
is interesting that when a Roman Catholic 
country, Guatemala, approved its new con
stitution last month it included for the first 
time a provision on the rights of Guatema
lans to determine the number and spacing 
of their families. 

To help unprove their standards of living, 
developing countries are devoting more of 
their scarce resources of population pro
grams. Despite this, the demands for popu
lation assistance continue to grow. The 
needs are many, and the data favoring 
family planning are over-whelmingly sup
portive. 

Some examples: An estimated 500 million 
couples in the world do not have access to 
family planning services. Nine countries in 
Latin America and the Indian subcontinent 
are facing famine situations, each potential
ly as serious as that currently being experi
enced in Africa. Bangladesh and Peru 
appear to have the worst problems. Both 
have high annual growth rates of 2.8 and 2.5 
percent respectively. 

New infant and child mortality data 
reveal the disastrous consequences of cut
ting back family planning funds. Currently, 
some 10 million infants die annually in the 
developing countries. A major expansion of 
family planning services could cut these 
deaths by one-half or more. Conversely, a 
reduction of funds and services would lead 
to a growth in infant mortality as the num
bers of births increase and the interval be
tween them is shortened. 

The World Fertility Survey, which inter
viewed 400,000 women and men in 41 devel
oping countries between 1972 and 1984, 
found half the couples wanted no more chil
dren; one-third had not wanted their last 
child; and one-quarter preferred to wait 
before becoming parents. 

With the world's population increasing by 
more than 7 million people per month, and 
92 percent of that growth in the Third 
World, it il obvious that current problems 
can only worsen in the years ahead. Lester 
Brown, president of the World-watch Insti-
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tute, writes in his book "State of World 
1985" that there are 20 countries which may 
be forced by circumstances to adopt a one
child per family policy, similar to the one in 
China, within the next few years. 

Reducing funds for worldwide family 
planning because of China's alleged mis
deeds will have no effect in that country. 
But it will have a severe impact in 130 other 
countries in Africa, Asia and Latin America 
where poor women depend on this type of 
support to exercise their basic human right 
of regulating the size of their families. 

It is ironic that at a time when U.S. Com
merce Secretary Malcolm Baldrige is 
making a strong pitch to bolster trade 
agreements with the Chinese, anti-abortion
ists are using China's most sensitive prob
lem as a club to cut off funds for interna
tional family planning assistance. 

Whether they realize it or not, if they suc
ceed they will have the effect of causing 
many more abortions through their mis
guided actions. 

For the record, it is the position of 
the committee that the U.N. Fund for 
Population Activities has not engaged 
in objectionable activities in China. In 
fact, as the gentleman from New 
Jersey very well knows, the Adminis
trator of the Agency for International 
Development, Mr. McPherson, has so 
stated to the Congress, that in his 
judgment, the UNFP A is not involved 
in these activities. 

Furthermore, I think it is very im
portant to recognize that current pro
visions of American law restrict Ameri
can foreign aid from being used for 
abortions. 

In addition to that, American funds 
are held in separate accounts by the 
UNFP A and are not permitted for any 
use in China. 

Second, the gentleman from New 
Jersey has indicated that the Presi
dent should have some flexibility here. 
The President has enormous flexibil
ity. He has the flexibility to terminate 
this program. He has the flexibility to 
cancel all funding for UNFP A. 

But the gentleman from New Jersey 
is not talking about China anymore. 
Now he has raised an entirely new 
issue, the issue of earmarking funds 
for UNFPA. We are willing to meet 
the gentleman more than halfway. 
But the issue of earmarking is not an 
abortion-related issue at all. The abor
tion-related issues in this legislation 
have been resolved, and we have given 
to the President of the United States 
the option to cancel the funding for 
the program, if he determines that 
such abuses are occurring in China. 

Now a new issue has been raised: 
earmarking. That is not an abortion
related issue, and it would be my posi
tion, and I hope the position of the 
full committee, that we are not pre
pared to concede on the issue of ear
marking. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE]. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I con
gratulate Mr. KOSTMAYER and Mr. 
SMITH; I think they are very close on 
this issue. A couple of things separate 
them however that are important and 
cannot be shoved aside. 

Let me first of all be critical of the 
Fascell substitute without being criti
cal of Mr. FASCELL, who is one of my 
favorite people. It does not put Con
gress clearly on record as recognizing 
and strongly condemning the Chinese 
Government's use of forced abortion 
and forced sterilization in its popula
tion control program. 

Now, Mr. FASCELL has said that his 
version is less China bashing. Nobody 
wants to bash anybody; but I must say 
this House is not at all reticent in 
pointing out human rights shortcom
ings when it comes to the Philippines, 
when it comes to South Africa or Cen
tral America; why should we be so gen
teel and concerned about ruffled 
feathers and feelings when it comes to 
coerced abortion, coerced sterilization, 
and infanticide now going on in 
China? 

If something is evil, let us call it evil. 
That is the only way to address it. And 
let us not try to euphemize something 
that is a thoroughly evil practice. 

Now the Smith amendment, in con
trast to the Fascell amendment, re
quires the President to review the situ
ation in the People's Republic of 
China on an annual basis and to 
report on an annual basis. The Fascell 
amendment has no such requirement. 

Now, human rights abuses associated 
with the People's Republic of China 
Government program have been so se
rious and so widespread that such 
monitoring by the executive and the 
legislative branches is necessary. 

The Fascell amendment allows the 
President to reduce funding to the 
U.N. Fund for Population Activities 
only if he makes an affirmative deter
mination that China has not made 
progress in eliminating forced abor
tion and infanticide. 

The Smith amendment permits the 
President flexibility to adjust UNFP A 
funding as he sees fit in response to 
developments with respect to UNFP A 
and China, but the most important 
distinction is the earmarking. 

Now, there is no incentive for the 
UNFP A to clean up its act in relation 
to the People's Republic of China's 
programs of coerced abortion, coerced 
sterilization, and infanticide, if they 
have the assurance of earmarked 
funds. 

Earmarking funds means they have 
an entitlement. We are worried about 
entitlements here, why the romance 
with the U.N. Family Planning Assist
ance Program? When it has been in
volved in funding, indirectly or direct
ly these horrible antihuman practices 
in China? Nonsense. 

Now, the Smith amendment does 
not deny the UNFP A funds per se. It 

leaves it up to the President to re
spond to developments and progress or 
lack thereof as it occurs on an annual 
basis within the People's Republic of 
China. 

To earmark funds is to give the 
UNFP A a preferred status, to say they 
are locked in no matter what, they are 
going to get their millions of dollars. 

Now we have a lot of problems in 
this country, trying to solve China's 
population problem by paying a third 
of the funds to the UNFP A does not 
make much sense in the light of co
erced abortions, coerced sterilization, 
and infanticide. 

Do not think that these are not cur
rently going on; because the newspa
pers, the Washington Post, 60 Min
utes, Public Broadcasting's Nova, the 
U.S. Census Bureau, and others say 
they are going on, and it is a current 
practice. 

I yield to my friend from Wisconsin. 
Mr. MOODY. I thank the gentleman 

in the well. There is no disagreement 
on this side here about the things that 
you say are going on. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. MOODY. I think those of us 
supporting the Fascell amendment 
have conceded and fully agree with 
what the gentleman has said with one 
exception: you said earmarking funds 
for UNFP A would lock the President 
in. 

0 1200 
As I think the gentleman would rec

ognize, the Fascell amendment would 
not lock the President in, and that is 
the very point of it. It gives the Presi
dent flexibility to dial down all money 
for UNFP A right down to a zero level, 
depending on the situation in China. 
So the President is not locked in by 
the Fascell amendment. Quite to the 
contrary. 

Mr. HYDE. If I could recapture my 
time, what the earmarking does is 
guarantee 16 percent of whatever 
funds for family planning will be dis
bursed are earmarked for the UNFP A. 
And it is my view that earmarking 
anything for them is a disincentive for 
them to get out of supporting directly 
or indirectly any population programs 
which coerce abortions, sterilization, 
and to tolerate infanticide in China. 

There is no need to earmark. The 
UNFP A will get their funds if indeed 
they act in the spirit with which this 
amendment is being offered. But why 
the romance with the UNFP A, why 
earmark funds for the UNFPA? We 
are not excluding them, but we are not 
guaranteeing them earmarked funds. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentleman 

from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. I thank the 

gentleman for yielding. 
How long has the earmarking for 

UNFPA been going on? 
Mr. HYDE. I have no idea, but I 

would say too long. 
Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Well, it has 

been going on for a number of years. 
Mr. HYDE. Then it is too long. 
Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. But I would 

like you to say how there is no incen
tive, because this is the only major 
point of difference, I think, because 
the gentleman from New Jersey is 
really taking the Fascell amendment 
and has built some of his language 
into it. How is there a lack of incentive 
if the President can withdraw 100 per
cent? I do not see that. 

Mr. HYDE. Well, I fail to see why 
the earmarking. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I reserve the balance of our 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair will state that the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] has 14 
minutes remaining and the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KOSTMAYER] 
has 20 minutes remaining. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KosTMAYER]. 

Mr. KOSTMA YER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Maine [Ms. SNOWE]. 

Ms. SNOWE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, it is important, I 
think, to understand some of the dis
tinctions between the two amend
ments that have been offered here 
today. I rise in strong support of the 
amendment that has been offered by 
the distinguished chairman of the For
eign Affairs Committee, the gentle
man from Florida. I rise in opposition 
to the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 
I appreciate the changes that the gen
tleman has made in his amendment, 
yet, still, there are some critical differ
ences that need to be understood by 
members of the committee. 

First and foremost, the amendment 
of the gentleman from New Jersey 
would eliminate essentially the fund
ing for UNFP A. It would retain the 
earmarking but doesn't earmark the 
funding for UNFP A. It is important to 
understand that, although I recognize 
the gentleman's amendment does in
clude Presidential flexibility to restore 
the funding. 

But what is essential here is that 
UNFP A is a very vital organization. It 
provides family planning services for 
more than 115 counties around this 
world and the United States has been 
a strong supporter of UNFP A activi
ties since the inception of the pro
gram. 

It is also critical to understand that 
for many years developing worlds were 

skeptical about the seriousness of the 
population growth rate. They were 
concerned about our motives as a 
leader in international family plan
ning matters. But in the decade that 
ensued between the two world popula
tion conferences, the developing world 
came to understand the need for 
family planning services. They recog
nized the unmet needs in many of the 
countries, and particularly in critical 
regions such as Latin America and 
Africa. 

I am disturbed by some of the ef
forts on the part of those here today 
and in the administration who are re
treating on the U.S. commitment and 
leadership on international family 
planning matters. It is clear today that 
the support that we have rendered to 
UNFP A is endangered by the organiza
tion's appearance of condoning abuses 
in China. UNFPA is in no way in
volved in coercive methods of abortion 
and infanticide that has occurred in 
China. The fact is, the Agency for 
International Development conducted 
a study recently and confirmed that 
UNFP A has nothing to do with the ac
tivities in China. And their presence of 
UNFP A in China has probably served 
to blunt them. 

But I do think it is appropriate to 
put into law our refusal to support any 
program in China because of the 
human rights abuses that continue to 
persist. 

I support the amendment that has 
been offered by the gentleman from 
Florida since it allows the Presidential 
flexibility but it also provides a cer
tainty of providing additional funding 
to the 115 countries that depend on 
international family planning assist
ance, which is so important, as we 
know, as was illustrated by the famine 
in Ethiopia and other African nations. 

So I would urge the committee to 
support the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Florida, because 
there seems to be a trend and a com
mitment to undermine all U.S. support 
for international family planning pro
grams under the guise of opposition to 
abortion and coercive elements in 
China that we condemn. We .are all 
concerned by what is taking place in 
China. The issue before us today is 
how do we address this issue effective
ly and responsibly, and I think that 
that is best done by the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Flori
da. 

I would also like to say, Mr. Chair
man, that UNFP A has done an out
standing job in every country and that 
we have been long supportive of their 
program. The language that has been 
included in the foreign assistance bill 
that I offered in the committee says 
that no U.S. funds can go to any pro
gram in China, even if that program is 
not involved in any way with the 
abuses that we have heard so much 
about in China. 

So I think it is important that we go 
forward with the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3% minutes to the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. WOLPE]. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLPE. I yield to the gentle
woman from New Jersey. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today in strong support of the elo
quent statement of the gentlelady 
from Maine. The issues of family plan
ning and population control are very 
important, and relate directly to the 
effectiveness of U.S. assistance over
seas. 

I call the attention of my colleagues 
to an editorial in today's edition of the 
New York Times. It clearly states the 
tremendous pressure population 
growth is placing on the developing 
world's ability to feed itself. 

We have all been educated as to the 
plight facing the people of Ethiopia in 
recent months. I went to that country 
and witnessed first hand death due to 
starvation, the overcrowded feeding 
camps, and the despair in the eyes of 
proud people who had left their homes 
as a last resort. There was nothing 
more these individuals could do than 
move to the feeding camps, hoping 
that family members would survive 
the days of walking to get some food 
and medical relief. 

Drought and lack of proper land 
management have contributed to this 
famine. However, many experts have 
asserted that the weather might have 
been tolerated if not for the fact that 
the rapid rise in population surpassing 
the agricultural output, led to a deple
tion of the food reserves in many 
countries. Currently there are 145 mil
lion Africans in 22 countries-approxi
mately one-third of all Africans-who 
have inadequate food supply. One of 
the contributing factors to this situa
tion is a rapidly growing population. 
The population growth of sub-Sahara 
Africa is the highest in the world, 3 
percent and rising, while the rate of 
food production is growing by a little 
more than 1 percent per year. At this 
rate the population of this area will 
double within 25 years, leading to the 
obvious necessity of feeding, housing, 
and providing services for twice as 
many people while struggling to raise 
the standard of living. 

A major issue which must be ad
dressed when discussing Africa's grow
ing population is that of fertility rates. 
Africa's fertility rates can be consid
ered the highest which any region has 
shown in demographic history. The in
crease in the growth rate has led to a 
young age distribution throughout the 
population. Children under the age of 
15 comprise 50 percent of the total 
population of sub-Sahara Africa. An
other related problem is that of infant 
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and maternal mortality rates. Approxi
mately one out of four children die 
within their first year. The number of 
women that die as a direct result of 
childbearing is in the range of 300 to 
600 per 100,000 live births. It is esti
mated that more than 80 percent of 
women in Africa lack access to family 
planning information. 

It has been estimated that $600 to 
$800 million is needed to provide ade
quate family planning service to sub
Sahara Africa and that outside donors 
have been providing only about 10 per
cent of that amount. Population as
sistance amounts to less than 2 per
cent of the total intemation foreign 
aid. Moneys from the U.N. Fund for 
Population Activities [UNFP Al and 
AID are the providers of the world's 
voluntary family planning assistance. 
One of the programs which receives 
these funds is the International 
Planned Parenthood Federation 
[IPPFJ which assists family planning 
efforts in 118 countries. This organiza
tion provides information, experience, 
and the grassroots development of 
these urgently needed programs. IPPF 
provides the funds for 60 to 100 per
cent of the family planning programs 
in more than 25 African countries. 
With severe funding cuts, services will 
collapse and institutions which have 
taken 15 years to build will disappear. 

The severe need for population con
trol in Africa can be directly related to 
similar needs in other countries, such 
as China. As Russell W. Peterson 
stated in his New York Times op-ed ar
ticle of March 26, 1985: 

Studies show that most couples in devel
oping nations wish to limit the size of their 
families. Given the chance, they will prac
tice birth control. That somewhere between 
25 million and 40 million births are termi
nated each year by abortion indicates the 
enormous unmet demand for family plan
ning services worldwide. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to reiterate 
my support for the Snowe/Fascell sub
stitute language; and stress that in no 
way are any American moneys used to 
support forced or coercive abortions. 
Indeed, American law and this lan
guage prohibit the use of funds for 
abortions. It would, however, provide 
the needed funds for family planning 
services. If these services are provided, 
I believe we would see great strides 
toward economic and social stability in 
the Third World and an end to the 
devastation of famine and the ravages 
of poverty in which Africa periodically 
endures. 

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the substitute offered by 
our distinguished chairman of the For
eign Affairs Committee and to express 
my strongest possible opposition to 
the amendment offered by my col
league from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

My quarrel, I should indicate at the 
outset, with the original amendment 
offerd by Mr. SMITH is not with the 

intent of the author but with the 
effect of the amendment. 

The first point that must be made is 
that the issue at stake here is not and 
should not be allowed to become 
whether or not the United States 
should support abortion-related activi
ties overseas. That debate was settled 
over 10 years ago. U.S. law explicitly 
prohibits any of our foreign aid dollars 
from paying for or promoting abor
tions. 

Furthermore, in 1973, Congress 
passed legislation requiring that all 
U.S-backed family planning programs 
be noncoercive and strictly voluntary. 

So that the insinuation that U.S. 
dollars are going to support forced 
abortions in foreign countries is, 
frankly, absolute nonsense. U.S. law 
prohibits U.S. dollars from suppcT"ting 
any abortion activities, forced or vol
untary. 

These are the facts. And these facts 
were borne out in a comprehensive 
study conducted by the U.S. Agency 
for International Development, at the 
request of the Reagan administration, 
on the question of population assist
nace to China. AID definitively con
cluded that no U.S. funds go to China 
through the U.S. Fund for Population 
Activities. But beyond that, the study 
also determined that absolutely none 
of the money provided by the U.N. 
Fund for Population Activities for 
family planning programs in China 
goes to fund abortions in that country. 

So if the issue is whether the United 
States should fund abortions overseas, 
the answer is no; and that has been 
U.S. law for over 10 years. If the issue 
is whether U.S. dollars are going to 
support forced abortions in China, the 
answer is no; and that fact has been 
documented by AID under the present 
administration. If the issue is whether 
UNFP A is somehow involved in financ
ing abortions in China, again the 
answer is no; and again the AID study 
substantiates this fact. 

So the question arises: What exactly 
is the issue at stake in the Smith 
amendment if it is none of the above? 

The real impact of the Smith 
amendment is that, in the effort to get 
at the issue of forced abortion and 
forced sterilization in China-an issue 
about which there is no disagreement 
whatsoever-we could actually end up 
terminating U.S. financial support for 
family planning assistance for some 
1.5 billion people in 35 countries where 
there is absolutely no coercion in
volved. 

And if we are truly serious in our 
commitment to reducing the incidence 
of unwanted pregnancies and abor
tions worldwide, the very last thing we 
should be doing is denying aid for vital 
family planning services. It is perhaps 
the ultimate and utterly tragic irony 
that in their zeal to prevent all abor
tions, the proponents of the Smith 
amendments are blocking access to the 

most effective option people have for 
making abortions unnecessary in the 
first instance. It is only by maintain
ing strong U.S. support for family 
planning that we can advance the ob
jectives we all share by promoting the 
kind of educational and public aware
ness programs that are essential to 
preventing unwanted pregnancies. 

I might point out that I have some 
discomfort with the amendment which 
is being offered by the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. FASCELL], because I 
fear it still could lead to the termina
tion of funding even for countries 
where there is no evidence whatsoever 
of coercion in their family planning 
programs. Its advantage, however, is 
that is does maintain the earmark for 
family planning assistance. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
substitute offered by the gentleman 
from Florida, which provides a more 
constructive approach, and to defeat 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New Jersey. 

0 1210 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
MOLLOHAN]. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong 
support for the Smith amendment, 
which effectively addresses the intol
erable practice of forced and coerced 
abortions now faced by women in the 
People's Republic of China. The 
Smith amendment gives the President 
the authority to stop U.S. funding of 
the U.N. funding for population activi
ties [UNFP Al where it is determined 
that such funding is supporting popu
lation control which includes forced 
abortions. 

There is little doubt anymore that 
China has adopted a one-child per
couple policy, that is being carried out 
by forcing women to submit to abor
tions. 

U.S. Aid Assistant Administrator 
Richard Derham and others concur 
that coercive abortion is an integral 
part of the enforcement mechanism of 
China's one-child policy-a policy that 
has led to millions of abortions and 
thousands of cases of female infanti
cide every year. The Washington Post 
editorialized against China's policy, 
saying in part: 

Other methods fall into the realm of the 
openlv coercive and brutal: Mandatory abor
tion, induced stillbirth, the strangling of the 
new born. That the state actively sanctions 
and sponsors these means underlines the di
lemma. 

Yet, in spite of this massive evi
dence, the United States continues to 
support China's family planning 
policy by sending money to the United 
Nations funding for population activi
ties [UNFPAJ, an organization that co-
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manages China's disgraceful Family 
Planning Program. 

Major opponents of the Smith 
amendment argue that U.S. funds con
tributed to the UNFP A cannot be used 
in China because of the Helms prohi
bition of 1973, which prohibits the use 
of U.S. funds for abortion or abortion 
activities. This argument misses the 
point. 

Fact: UNFP A comanages China's 
Family Planning Program, which in
cludes forced abortions and infanti
cide. Also, UNFP A provides China 
with advanced computers and other 
demographic assistance to help China 
carry out its program with a more ef
fective margin of death. 

Fact: The United States provides 30 
percent of the UNFP A budget, making 
us the largest contributor. 

Therefore: The United States sup
ports China's Family Planning Pro
gram. 

To argue that UNFP A separates U.S. 
funds from other moneys being chan
neled to China is to overlook the obvi
ous. This is merely an exercise in 
bookkeeping. Take note of Aid Assist
ant Administrator Richard Derham's 
conclusion that, "the UNFP A Program 
cannot be disentangled from the per
vasive coercion of the Chinese 
system". 

Regardless of these bookkeeping de
vices, the United States would contin
ue to provide one-third of the 
UNFP A's budget, and the UNFP A 
would continue to comanage and 
defend a program which involves gross 
human rights violations on a stagger
ing scale-unless this body takes 
action. 

Opponents also argue that UNFP A's 
contribution to China's family plan
ning policy is so small that cutting off 
funds to UNFP A will not pressure 
China to change its policy. This argu
ment ignores the fact that China is 
very perceptive of world opinion. After 
receiving the U.N. award in 1983 for 
"The Most Outstanding Contribution 
to the Awareness of Population Ques
tions", China's population Control 
Minister remarked that the U.N. 
award-which was strongly defended 
by the UNFPA director-"had put the 
imprimatur of the world body on 
China's family planning efforts • • *". 

So Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, 
either the UNFP A should reassert to 
the world its commitment to voluntary 
family planning, or the United States 
should end its support for the UNFP A, 
and redistribute its funding to other 
organizations that adhere to these 
basic human rights. 

That is what the Smith amendment 
does. It is simply a restatement of our 
commitment to a voluntarism and re
spect for human rights. It does not cut 
U.S. population assistance by one 
penny. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Smith amendment to put an end to 

the U.S. relationship with China's 
brutal Family Planning Program. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. MOODY. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MOLLOHAN. I yield to the gen

tleman. 
Mr. MOODY. I thank the gentle

man. 
The gentleman's argumentation is 

fine. I would hope to support the Fas
cell amendment since the Fascell 
amendment precisely gives the Presi
dent the power to dial away to UNFPA 
unless the practices in China are cor
rected. So is the gentleman therefore 
supporting the Fascell amendment 
since it does exactly what the gentle
man apparently says? 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. I understand that 
the earmarking would establish a pref
erential treatment for UNFP A, and I 
think it simply sends mixed signals. 
The Smith amendment achieves the 
same result-that is UNFPA can re
ceive the funds; except the burden is 
different, obviously. Under the Smith 
amendment, UNFPA would have to 
disavow abortion as a family planning 
technique to be eligible for funding. 

On the other hand, under Fascell, 
UNFP A would have earmarked and 
would receive funds unless the Presi
dent made an affirmative determina
tion, that China had failed to make 
progress in changing its forced abor
tion policy. 

Mr. MOODY. If the gentleman will 
yield further, would not the gentle
man agree that we would not want to 
accidentally defund Mexico or Brazil 
where abortion is illegal; we would not 
want to defund their programs in 
order to punish China. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. DEWINE]. 

Mr. DEWINE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, the real question 
before the House today is, Are we seri
ous about the problem that is occur
ring in China? Are we serious about 
getting at the problem and using some 
sort of leverage, or do we want to cling 
today to earmarking which gives the 
UNFP A a preference over other family 
planning groups? Do we want to cling 
today to the idea that we can separate 
these funds; we can segregate these 
funds, and do we want to pat ourselves 
on the back when we leave here today 
and say, "Well, no U.S. tax dollars are 
going to fund abortion. No U.S. tax 
dollars are going to this particular pro
gram.'' That is absurd. 

That particular position is not ac
cepted by my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle on the Grove City ex
ample. What we say there, and they 
have very eloquently in our committee 
and on the floor said, if there is dis
crimination in a particular college in 
any one department, you cannot get 
away with saying we are segregating 

the funds and the other department 
does not discriminate. What we say is 
we are going to cut off all funds. Yet, 
today some of my colleagues do not 
seem to be buying that argument in 
regard to this particular problem. 

This is a tragedy that is occurring in 
China. The articles that have ap
peared detail the killing of infants; 
show cases where formaldehyde was 
injected into the soft cavity of the 
brain of a child who was just born; a 
child crushed with forceps as it was 
coming out of the birth canal; these 
are facts. The problem is that the U.N. 
through their program, has failed to 
recognize that these facts exist. 

Let me just give a couple of exam
ples; I have got page after page of ex
amples. The problem is that the U.N. 
is intrinsically intertwined with 
China's family planning program. 
What we must do is get some leverage 
over the U.N. so that they can exert 
some influence to moderate, at least, 
China's family planning program. 

The UNFPA has a hand-in-glove re
lationship with the PRC's Population 
Control Program. The executive direc
tor of the UNFPA, Mr. Rafael Salas 
said in 1981: "China provides a superb 
example of integrating population pro
grams with the national goals of devel
opment.'' UNFPA officials have been 
assigned to live in the PRC and the 
UNFPA experts have been involved in 
the PRC program at every level. They 
are intricated intertwined in what is 
going on in China. 

According to an article in the May 1 
June 1983 issue of Intercom, the news
letter of the population reference 
bureau, "U.N. officials contacted about 
the policy" and about these reports 
about the problems in China "express 
grave misgivings" to a Washington 
Post reporter since official U.N. policy 
forbids support for coercive methods. 

But, the article continued, and I 
quote: "The U.N. has an 'out•, because 
important Chinese family planning 
pronouncements often never attain 
'official' status.'' 

Let me give one more example. In 
1983, a U.N. committee gave the Peo
ple's Republic of China then Family 
Planning Minister its first ever $12,500 
award for the most, quote, "The most 
outstanding contribution to the aware
ness of population questions.'' 

We need some leverage, Mr. Chair
man, the way we apply the leverage is 
through the Smith amendment. It is a 
good amendment. It gives the Presi
dent some flexibility. To earmark 
funds for UNFPA, sends a mixed 
signal. To continue to segregate funds 
and again pat ourselves on the back 
and say, look, we feel good, no U.S. tax 
dollars are going for coerced abortions 
simply ignores reality. 
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We know what the UNFPA is going 
to do. They are going to do what they 
have done in the past. They will segre
gate funds for bookkeeping purposes 
and then continue on their merry way 
and continue their current policy. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. DEWINE] 
has expired. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield 30 
additional seconds to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEWINE. I yield to my friend 
and colleague, the gentleman from 
California. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 
the gentleman for his statement. I 
agree with everything that he has 
said, and I want to rise in strong sup
port of the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New Jersey and urge 
my colleagues to vote for it. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
BURTON]. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] 
and in opposition to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. FASCELL]. 

I think the Fascell amendment is 
better than what is actually in the bill 
already, but the Smith amendment 
goes much further. I think it is abso
lutely essential that the Smith lan
guage be incorporated into this legisla
tion. 

What is wrong with saying, as his 
amendment does on page 2: 

The Government of the People's Republic 
of China has systematically employed coer
cive abortion and coercive sterilization as a 
means of enforcing that Government's 
"one-child-per-couple" policy. The rigid ap
plication of the "one-child" policy has also 
led to large-scale infanticide. 

The Congress condemns these practices as 
crimes against humanity and calls upon the 
Government of the People's Republic of 
China to cease these human rights abuses. 

What is wrong with that language? 
It should be in the bill. 

I want to refer briefly to a Wall 
Street Journal article which was in 
the Wall Street Journal about 2 
months ago, May 13. A Mr. Mosher 
wrote this article and he tells about 
how pregnant women are subjected to 
exhaustive morning-to-night study ses
sions in which the women are mental
ly tortured, physically and psychologi
cally abused. Those who resist abor
tions are subject to fines which they 
can ill afford. Incarceration is another 
method which is used to induce a vol
untary abortion. Failing that, they 

will even go so far as to handcuff a 
pregnant woman, throw her into a hog 
cage, and take her forcibly to the oper
ating table. 

We have to condemn that. The 
Smith language does it and we should 
support it. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, how much time do we have 
remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] has 2% 
minutes remaining and the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KOSTMAYER] 
has 12% minutes remaining. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. LEVIN]. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, let us be clear what 
we are disagreeing about. We are not 
disagreeing about the seriousness of 
the question. The language in the Fas
cell amendment makes very clear our 
abhorrence of coercion, very clear. 
Indeed, much of the language in the 
Smith amendment is taken from Fas
cell. 

We are not talking about whether 
segregation of funds is enough. As the 
gentleman from Ohio said, the Fascell 
amendment says that segregation of 
these funds is not enough. There is no 
use of bringing up Grove City and 
other examples. There is now segrega
tion of United States moneys in 
UNFP A and we are saying because of 
the reports of coercive practices in 
China that this Government is going 
further. By the way, this is not the 
first time that this Government has 
expressed a deep concern about coer
cive practices in China. When I was in 
AID a number of years ago, there was 
the same concern, and no one should 
come on this floor and act as if this is 
something brand new that they discov
ered. 

It said that UNFP A comanages the 
Population Program of China. Well, 
that is not true. They do not coman
age the China program. Nobody co
manages the China program with 
China. 

The UNFPA provides about $10 mil
lion to China. That comes to about 1 
percent of the money used by China 
for family planning, and what the Fas
cell amendment says is that 1 percent 
does raise moral, ethical issue, and we 
are not ready to continue funding 
UNFP A without confrontation with 
the ethical issues. If UNFP A gives 
money to China and those practices 
continue, we are going to do some
thing else other than the present level 
of United States funding. 

What do we propose in the Fascell 
amendment? We give leverage to the 
President of the United States, lever-

age within UNFP A and leverage to 
China, and it is complete leverage, le
verage to reduce our UNFP A funding 
to zero. So what are we arguing about? 
That there is earmarking. But there 
has been earmarking for UNFP A for 5 
or 6 years. When I was in AID, I did 
not like earmarking, but that has been 
a practice. It was not created vis-a-vis 
China. The earmarking of money is 
there. It has been a tradition for the 
last 5 years, and there is other ear
marking within the population ac
counts. For example, certain percent
age has to go to centrally funded 
projects. 

So let no one build the earmarking 
as a major issue, a major distinction. 

There are no mixed signals being 
given here, as some claim. We are 
giving power to the President to make 
sure that these coercive practices end, 
to the extent they exist, or we are not 
going to continue the present funding 
of the UNFP A Program, directly or in
directly. I do not know what else any
body really wants. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. LEviN] 
has expired. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 30 additional seconds to the gen
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding this additional 
time to me. 

So the difference is whether we start 
at 16 percent and give the President 
the power to go to zero, or we start at 
zero and give the President the power 
to go to 16 percent. The Fascell 
amendment stands four-square on this 
issue, abhoring coercion and giving the 
President the complete club. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge that we pass 
the Fascell amendment. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. I yield to 
the gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of the sentiments just expressed 
by the gentleman from Michigan for 
the Fascell substitute and against the 
Smith amendment. 

The Fascell substitute amendment 
clearly recognizes our national policy 
which prohibits the use of U.S. funds 
for abortions abroad, be they volun
tary or coerced. Further, the amend
ment provides flexibility to the Presi
dent to deny funding for the U.N. 
Fund for Population Activities if nec
essary to respond to cases of infanti
cide and coerced abortion on the Peo
ple's Republic of China. The primary 
difference between the chairman's 
amendment and the gentleman's from 
New Jersey is that funding for 113 of 
the other countries which benefit 
from UNFP A and for whom there has 
been no allegation of wrongdoing, is 
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not held hostage by the President un
necessarily. 

I say "unnecessarily" because the 
Fascell amendment does permit the 
President to withhold all funding if 
necessary to respond to coerced abor
tion in China. 

It has been said in debate that when 
one department of a college violates 
national civil rights policy, Federal 
funds are not merely denied that de
partment but rather the entire college. 
This example fails to mention that we 
do not deny those funds to all colleges 
when one is in violation, but rather 
seek to influence change among the 
college in violation. Similarly, the 
United States should not seek to deny 
funding to 113 innocent nations, 
unless necessary as a last resort. 
Rather, the President should be en
couraged to exercise flexibility in in
fluencing change in the offending 
nation with remedies short of total 
withholding of funds from all nations. 

It is also my understanding that the 
gentleman from New Jersey will offer 
an amendment which will deny Feder
al funding to any nongovernmental or
ganization if it pursues voluntary 
family planning methods unacceptable 
to Federal policy with private funding. 
I would oppose such an amendment 
and support instead the language 
agreed to by the committee. In this 
regard, I want to commend and con
gratulate my colleagues serving on the 
Committee of Foreign Affairs, particu
larly Chairman DANTE FASCELL, OLYM
PIA SNOWE, STEVE SOLARZ, PETER KOST
MA YER, and SAM GEJDENSON for their 
unrelenting commitment to popula
tion assistance worldwide. 

Section 304 represents a reasonable, 
sensitive, and measured response to a 
complex and potentially emotional 
issue. For that achievement I com
mend my colleagues and offer my sup
port. 

On December 31, the administration 
ended the Agency for International 
Development's 17 years of support to 
the International Planned Parenthood 
Federation because 10 of the organiza
tion's 90 independent grant/receiving 
national affiliates provide abortion 
services or counseling. No U.S. funds 
were involved because of existing con
gressional restrictions which ban the 
use of U.S. funds for abortions abroad. 
Mr. Chairman, this move to extend ex
isting congressional restrictions on the 
use of U.S. foreign assistance funds for 
abortion to restrictions on non-Gov
ernment family planning activities 
supported with non-U.S. funds threat
ens to dismantle hundreds of ongoing 
public health and family planning pro
grams in Third World countries. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not think that 
we can discuss the issue of population 
assistance without looking at the con
text within which it occurs. Uncon
trolled population growth is and will 
remain one of the greatest, most trou-

bling challenges to society. The 
world's population continues to grow, 
doubling every 17 years, and 90 per
cent of the world's population growth 
will occur in developing nations. That 
is, such growth will occur in those na
tions that can least afford it, those na
tions that are encased within the 
tragic grip of poverty that primarily 
claims the lives of children. 

The costs of underdevelopment are 
enormous in terms of the social, eco
nomic, political, and human costs. 
They have constituted one of the 
greatest ongoing, unrelenting trage
dies the world has experienced. Popu
lation growth is both a cause and 
effect of underdevelopment. Mark 
Twain once wrote of underdevelop
ment as a reign of terror that wrought 
murder in cold blood by condemning 
hundreds of millions to life-long death 
from hunger, cold, insult, cruelty, and 
heartbreak. 

Section 304 of H.R. 1555 stipulates 
that the President may not deny funds 
to any country, international organiza
tion, or nongovernmental organization 
or require that it deny funds, goods, or 
services to any party because of the 
types of voluntary and noncoercive 
family planning programs which it un
dertakes with non-U.S. Government 
funds. I think it is important to quote 
the language of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee report: 

Implementation of this policy in the pur
ported interest of anti-abortion actually 
would result in reduced availability of 
family planning services, increased infant 
and maternal deaths, and ironically, in
creased abortion, as it is estimated that 
some 13 percent of unwanted pregnancies 
result in abortion worldwide. 

Mr. Chairman, let us not debate 
abortion for that is not the issue, let 
us discuss assisting the people of the 
poorer nations to achieve some sem
blance of control over their lives. 

In closing, I urge support for the 
Fascell substitute amendment and 
support for the committee language 
conditioning participation with non
governmental family planning organi
zations. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. PORTER]. 

Mr. PORTER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendments are 
very close. They differ only on the 
question, really, of the earmark, which 
the Smith amendment eliminates and 
which the Fascell amendment re
stores. I think the earmark is absolute
ly necessary. 

We have 114 countries that have 
family planning programs under 
UNFP A and in 113 of those countries 
there have been no allegations of in
fanticide or coercion. Those programs 
should get the stability that an ear
mark ensures them, Contained in the 
language of both amendments is the 
President's authority to cut off fund-

ing all UNFP A funding if he deems it 
necessary, and that is sufficient to 
handle the China question. 

The gentleman from New Jersey 
states that he is concerned that it will 
appear that if the earmark is contin
ued, the UNFP A will get a greater sum 
next year than it did this year, and 
that will somehow lead the public to 
believe that we are giving some kind of 
stamp of approval to UNFP A funding 
for China. Let me assure the gentle
man, as a member of the Appropria
tions Foreign Operations Subcommit
tee that that problem is illusory. 
Those who want to add funding for 
priority programs are struggling very, 
very hard to keep up anywhere near 
last year's funding level. Even th,ough 
the authorization figure for family 
planning is larger, I think I can assure 
the gentleman that the appropriation 
is very, very unlikely to be so. 

Let me commend both the gentle
man from New Jersey and the gentle
man from Florida, who affirm in both 
of their amendments the importance 
of voluntary family planning to coun
tries throughout the world and our 
support for their programs. 

· What we are affirming in both 
amendments is the right of individuals 
to choose for themselves the number 
and the spacing of their children. 
That has always been the policy of our 
country. We condemn in both amend
ments coerced family planning; that is, 
we condemn in the strongest possible 
terms the power of the state to deter
mine for people how many children 
they will have and their spacing. That 
is exactly what the United States 
policy has always been and should 
continue to be. We champion the 
human rights of the individual and 
condemn the power of the state to 
make individual, personal human 
choices. 

Both amendments are very fine ones 
and I prefer the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Florida only 
for the reason that it like the lan
guage of the bill leaves intact the ear
mark that I think is necessary to con
tinue our commitment to 113 countries 
which have planning programs that 
contain no elements of coercion. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
for a moment? 

Mr. PORTER. I yield to the gentle
man from New Jersey. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, there is a problem, 
even with UNFP A support, relative to 
another issue, and the gentleman just 
raised it. That is the spacing and the 
number of children. By definition, the 
Chinese program is one child per 
couple and there is no freedom to 
choose that second, third, fourth, or 
any other children that a couple may 
decide to have. 
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The UNFPA's own documents say, 

and I quote: 
Support for population education infor

mation that seek to provide reasons why 
couples should accept the national policy of 
the People's Republic of China as harmoni
ous with their own interest. 

So there is no freedom of choosing. 

0 1230 
Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. MooDY]. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to associate my comments 
with those of the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. PoRTER], who just spoke. 

Apparently, 113 countries out of 114 
are pursuing population policies that 
are acceptable. The bedrock of 
UNFP A Programs around the world is 
voluntary family planning. In all of 
Latin America it is not even legal to 
have an abortion, so there is no 
UNFP A money going to anything like 
abortion in those countries. Yet under 
the Smith amendment UNFP A in 
Latin America would have to fight 
back to get into the program, because 
they start with zero funding. 

The issue we are now debating does 
come down to earmarking, and there 
are at least three reasons why it is im
portant to keep earmarking for 
UNFPA Programs. 

First, there is the issue of the pre
rogatives of this House. The adminis
tration, as we have heard the gentle
man from Michigan [Mr. LEviN] say, 
has sometimes opposed earmarking be
cause they like maximum flexibility. 
This House has established its own 
prerogatives, and we want UNFP A to 
get a planned amount of money be
cause UNFP A is doing a good job of 
implementing voluntary family plan
ning in country after country. 

Second, there is a question of com
mitment. If no donor country provided 
any advanced idea to UNFP A of how 
much it was going to give, UNFPA 
Programs would collapse. There would 
be no program at all. We do not want 
that to happen. 

Nor is it fair to be a part of an inter
national organization and say, "We're 
not going to give you any idea at all of 
what money you are going to get for 
any areas or countries until you repair 
your problems in this one country". 

Third, under the Smith amendment, 
we would be in a position of jeopardiz
ing funding for countries like Mexico 
and Brazil which have urgent family 
planning programs-and no abortion
related activities-until the UNFP A 
somehow restored its reputation in 
this body. The UNFP A stands here 
condemned in the dock of Congress be
cause of what is allegedly happening 
in one country. That is overdoing the 
punishment, and yet UNFP A would 
have to reestablish its reputation 
somehow in order to fund Mexico and 
Brazil and other good countries. We 

should not be throwing those pro
grams into jeopardy by starting back 
to zero, as the Smith amendment 
would do. We should assume that we 
are going ahead with the 16 percent of 
USAID funding for UNFP A and then 
let the President scale that down as 
appropriate to acquire the necessary 
response in one country, China. 

So the earmarking for UNFP A is es
sential. There is a long history of such 
earmarking. It asserts congressional 
prerogatives in that area, something 
we and not the administration should 
insist on, and it protects funding for 
countries that are doing a very good 
job in voluntary family planning. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOODY. I yield to the gentle
woman from Colorado. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
I would like to associate myself with 
the gentleman's remarks. I thank him 
very much, and I think he is exactly 
right. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment offered by Represent
ative SMITH to defund the U.N. Fund 
for Population Activities. 

The UNFP A is one of the world's 
leading providers of voluntary family 
planning assistance. In order to cut off 
U.S. funding, SMITH hopes to use the 
issue of UNFP A participation in the 
Chinese Population Program. There 
have been reported incidents of co
erced abortion and infanticide in the 
Chinese program which have rightly 
caused great concern. 

UNFP A currently provides 1 per
cent, or $10 million, of that $1 billion 
program. But U.S. law already prohib
its any of our foreign aid dollars from 
paying for or promoting abortions. 
The Smith amendment would not 
reduce the number of legal abortions 
performed anywhere in the world. 
What it would do is weaken interna
tional family planning programs, and 
lead to a greater burden of population 
in the poorest and most overpopulated 
countries. One tragic consequence of a 
situation like that would be an even 
higher rate of abortions. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOODY. I yield to the gentle
woman from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to commend the gentleman for his 
statement, and I commend the gentle
man from Illinois also for his state
ment. 

One other issue that I think the gen
tleman alluded to is the fact that ear
marking is essential for UNFPA be
cause currently the administration has 
not even reprogrammed other funds 
that are deobligated from UNFPA and 
also from IPPF. So which organiza
tions are going to receive the earmark
ings from UNFP A that go to other or
ganizations? There are not other orga
nizations that will accept the funds 

under the restrictions and guidelines 
that have been established by this ad
ministration. In fact, they have more 
than 50 percent of the funds that are 
unobligated at this point. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentlewoman for her com
ments. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. ScHEUER]. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
congratulate the leaders of this com
mittee on both sides of the aisle. I 
think they have done a fine job in 
bringing us a bill that we can agree on. 

I support the Fascell amendment be
cause we must continue our consistent 
support of UNFP A. The agency is 
relied on all over the globe. It does not 
provide family planning services in 
China. It does provide technical assist
ance, training programs, census assist
ance, computer assistance, and the 
like. 

The $10 million that UNFPA spends 
there is less than 1 percent of the 
more than $1 billion that China 
spends on family planning. It seems to 
me that wiping out our contribution to 
UNFP A would send a mixed signal to 
the entire world that our consistent 
support and our commitment to help 
the developing nations find their way 
out of the disease, the famine, the 
hardship, and the suffering which 
they are desperately trying to combat 
is faltering. 

Although we have made significant 
progress in some areas of Latin Amer
ica and Asia, we are faced with a 
global population crisis of tremendous 
proportions. 

If current trends continue, our world 
population will increase by nearly one
quarter by the year 2000-from 4.8 bil
lion people to more than 6.5 billion. In 
Africa alone, the current population of 
approximately 500 million will in
crease to 1.5 billion by 2025. The cur
rent Ethiopian population of 40 mil
lion will rise to 231 million by the year 
2045, while Nigeria will grow from 90 
million people to 618 million by the 
year 2035. 

Many nations, which are already 
suffering the devastating effects of too 
little food E..nd too many people, face 
the prospect of even wider gaps be
tween food production and burgeoning 
growth rates. In Africa, farmers at
tempt to feed 16 Inillion new people 
each year, a number that is roughly 10 
times the annual population additions 
of North America or Europe. 

The developing nations will be 
unable to keep up with the need for 
additional new jobs. Between the 
years 1980 and 2000, an estimated 700 
million new jobs must be added in the 
developing nations of the world just to 
keep the unemployment and underem
ployment rates of those countries at 
the pitifully low level of 40 percent. In 



18414 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 10, 1985 
Africa, income per person has fallen 
by a fifth since 1970. 

UNFP A and IPPF play a crucial role 
in the important task of reducing the 
massive population growth rates in de
veloping countries. For example, in 
sub-Saharan Africa, as recently as 
1974, only two countries, Kenya and 
Ghana, had policies to reduce popula
tion growth. By mid-1984, 13 countries 
in the region had such policies. 

At this point in time, the demands 
for family planning services in the de
veloping countries far exceed 
UNFPA's capabilities. Yet, we are 
faced today with the prospect of elimi
nating U.S. funding for this program. 

Before my colleagues cast their votes 
on the amendments before us today, 
please consider the following facts: 

Ninety percent of the people who 
will be born between now and the year 
2000 will be born in the developing na~ 
tions-nations where 142 million chil
dren already are suffering from mal
nutrition. 

This year, more than 40,000 children 
will die of malnutrition. 

About 625,000 children will be born 
into iamilies whose resources already 
are stretched too thin. 

Tonight, July 10, 1985, some 400 mil
lion children will go to bed hungry. 

Mr. Speaker, we, as Americans, are 
shocked when we hear about children 
abandoned on our streets, such as the 
case of a 2-week-old infant who was 
found on a Washington, DC, street 
comer last month. But in Brazil alone, 
11 million abandoned children are 
living in the streets and another 14 
million are growing up in extreme pov
erty. 

UNFP A provides population services 
in 115 developing nations around the 
globe. IPPF is a vital source of infor
mation and program advice for its af
filiates in 119 countries. 

A vote for the Smith amendments 
would punish those developing nations 
and halt efforts to help them climb 
out of the pitiful conditions of over
population. 

It is ironic that even as we speak, 
delegates are crowding into Nairobi, 
Kenya, to mark the end of the United 
Nations Decade for Women, while this 
House is considering amendments that 
would eliminate U.S. funding for inter
national programs aimed at raising the 
status of women. What a sad irony it 
would be if we were to strike a lethal 
blow against the very programs that 
help women control their own fertili
ty-the first step toward improving 
the quality of their own lives through 
smaller and self -sufficient families 
with better educated and healthier 
children. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support the Fascell amendment. For 
the sake of the world and our own 
Nation, the United States cannot 
abandon its commitment to efforts to 

reduce the rate of population growth 
on Earth. 

The developing nations of the world 
need our assistance in this area and we 
have a humanitarian responsibility to 
provide their citizens with the means 
to plan their families and to pursue 
options to better their lives and their 
societies. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SCHEUER] has expired. 

The gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. SMITH] has 2% minutes remain
ing, and the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. KosTMAYER] has 2 minutes 
remaining. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
has the right to close debate, so the 
Chair now recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE]. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, there are 
a couple of reasons why Smith should 
be supported and Fascell not support
ed. 

In the Fascell amendment, listen to 
this limp-! do not use the word, 
"wimp,'' we will leave it as "limp"
statement: 

Information has been reported by the 
media to the effect that coerced abortion 
and infanticide may have occurred in the 
People's Republic of China. Such reports-

Not the practice, but the reports
jeopardize U.S. support. 

There was a 4-year study made by 
Michael Weisskopf of the Washington 
Post reported in January of this year, 
and I quote from the Washington 
Post: 

A world of government-sanctioned infanti
cide, of strong-arm sterilizations, and of 
abortions performed at the rate of 800,000 a 
year in a single province. 

So it is not a report of something 
that may have occurred. 

Now, why should the United Na
tions, which has a 48-member board
and they ask us to come up with a 
third of their funding by earmarking. 
Right? They have a 48-member board. 
Guess how many votes we have on 
that board. One. We have one vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE] 
has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, In reviewing the 
amendment offered by the chairman 
of the committee, I would point out to 
my colleagues that it does not address 
the tragic problem as definitely nor as 
comprehensively as the language that 
I propose. 

Specifically, under the substitute 
the earmarking of funds for the 
UNFP A remains. In light of all the 
documented concerns involving 

UNFPA, in light of the thrust of the 
Fascell amendment itself, it seems 
contradictory to be earmarking funds. 
At some point in the future, perhaps 
when it has been shown unequivocally 
that they have not been involved in 
the comanagement of the program, 
perhaps then, but not now. It is the 
wrong time. I would again remind my 
colleagues that earmarking is opposed 
by the administration. 

Second, the substitute fails to 
strongly enough condemn the barbaric 
practices that continue unabated in 
the PRC. We have a unique opportuni
ty here to send a clear message around 
the world that such practices are intol
erable to a civilized society, that sqch 
practices are obscene and our country 
will in no way, directly or indirectly, 
be involved in them, condone them, di
minish their reality, or quietly acqui
esce to them. 

The substitute also fails to require 
the administration to annually review 
the situation in China to determine if 
the practices of coerced abortion, co
erced sterilization, or infanticide are 
continuing. I believe that this matter 
is too critical not to be closely moni
tored. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
SMITH] has expired. 

The Chair now recognizes the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KosT
MAYER]. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, 
let me ask the members of the com
mittee, what happened to the China 
issue? Why are we not talking about 
forced abortions and infanticide in 
China anymore? 

The reason China is no longer the 
issue is because we have met the con
cerns of the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. SMITH], so the gentleman 
from New Jersey, is not talking about 
China anymore. That is not the issue 
here. Now he is talking about ear
marking 16 percent of the funds to the 
U.N. Fund for Population Activities. 

Why is earmarking now the issue 
rather than China? Let me mention 
four things about the UNFP A in 
China. 

First of all, China spends $1 billion a 
year on its population program. 
UNFPA contributes $10 million of 
that, 1 percent of the Chinese pro
gram. Do we call that comanaging 
when they spend 1 percent of the total 
budget? 

The U.S. contribution to the UNFPA 
cannot be spent in China. The gentle
woman from Maine [Ms. SNOWE] in 
the committee offered language specif
ically prohibiting U.S. funds from 
being spent in the People's Republic 
of China. 

How far do we have to go to please 
those on the other side? We have gone 
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more than halfway. They do not dis
cuss the abuses in China any longer. 
Now they do not like the fact that ear
marking is a part of this bill. 

We ought to reject the Smith 
amendment because there is an alter
native to birth control; it is called 
death control. In Kenya the popula
tion today is 19 million people. Mr. 
Chairman, in 45 years it will grow 
from 19 million to 130 million-130 
million people in 45 years. 

If the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New Jersey is agreed 
to, we will end population programs 
not just in China but in 114 other 
countries. We will end voluntary 
family planning in those desperate 
and poor lands. Is that what the Con
gress of the United States wants to do, 
to end family planning in Kenya, to 
end family planning in India, where 2 
million people are born every 30 days? 

Mr. Chairman, I urge that the Fas
cell amendment be adopted and that 
America's 20-year bipartisan commit
ment to voluntary family planning be 
preserved. 
• Mr. BEDELL. Mr. Chairman, today 
there is an amendment being offered 
to the foreign assistance authoriza
tion, H.R. 1555, with regard to U.S. in
volvement in international population 
assistance activities. 

The amendment on the floor is of
fered in the wake of the serious con
cern we all have about reports of coer
cive family planning and forced abor
tion policies in China. It is important 
to note, however, that after a thor
ough study by the U.S. Agency for 
International Development [AID], it 
was verified that no part of U.S. con
tributions to the U.N. Fund for Popu
lation Activities [UNFP Al has ever 
been used for either abortion or infan
ticide. 

I have consistently been opposed to 
abortion. I have, as well, been consist
ently supportive of family planning as 
a very crucial element in preventing 
the need for abortion. Indeed, I have 
concerns about curtailing family plan
ning programs for this very reason, 
and similarly, cannot support this 
amendment. 

H.R. 1555 currently provides safe
guards against the use of U.S. dollars 
for the concerns addressed in this 
amendment. It retains the Helms 
amendment that prohibits the use of 
AID population funds to pay for abor
tion as a method of family planning. 
The bill also expressly prohibits the 
use of any part of the U.S. contribu
tion to the UNFP A in China, and di
rects the U.S. representative to the 
UNFP A governing council to vote 
against all UNFP A programs in China. 
Therefore, I believe the concerns of 
this amendment have been already 
sufficiently addressed, and again, must 
oppose it.e 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. FASCELL] to the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes 
appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 198, noes 
221, not voting 14, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Addabbo 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Anthony 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Barnes 
Bates 
Bedell 
Bennett 
Berman 
Boehlert 
Bonker 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Brown<CA> 
Brown <CO> 
Broyhill 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton<CA> 
Bustamante 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chappell 
Clay 
Coelho 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Crockett 
Daschle 
de la Garza 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Dorgan <ND> 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Eckart<OH> 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA> 
Evans <IA> 
Evans <IL> 
Fascell 
Fa well 
Feighan 
Fish 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford <MI> 
Ford<TN> 
Fowler 
Frank 

Akaka 
Annunzio 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 

[Roll No. 2141 
AYES-198 

Frenzel 
Frost 
Gallo 
Garcia 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Guarini 
Hall<OH> 
Hamilton 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Jones <NC> 
Jones <OK> 
Kaptur 
Kastenmeier 
Kennelly 
Kolbe 
Kostmayer 
Lantos 
Leach <IA> 
Lehman<CA> 
Lehman<FL> 
Leland 
Levin <MI> 
Levine <CA> 
Lewis <CA> 
Lewis <FL> 
Lundine 
MacKay 
Markey 
Martin <IL> 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McCain 
McCandless 
McCurdy 
McHugh 
McKernan 
McKinney 
Meyers 
Mica 
Mikulski 
Mlller<WA> 
Min eta 
Mitchell 
Moody 
Morrison < CT> 
Morrison <WA> 
Mrazek 
Neal 
Oakar 

NOES-221 
Bad ham 
Barnard 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 

Obey 
Olin 
Owens 
Panetta 
Pease 
Penny 
Pepper 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Richardson 
Rodino 
Rose 
Roukema 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Sabo 
Savage 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sharp 
Sisisky 
Smith(FL) 
Smith <IA> 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
StGermain 
Stark 
Stokes 
Strang 
Stratton 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Thomas<CA> 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Torrlcelli 
Towns 
Traflcant 
Udall 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walgren 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wolpe 
Wright 
Wyden 
Yates 
Zschau 

Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Blagg! 
B111rakis 

Bliley Huckaby 
Boggs Hunter 
Boland Hutto 
Boner <TN> Hyde 
Borski Ireland 
Boulter Jenkins 
Breaux Jones <TN> 
Broomfield Kanjorski 
Burton <IN> Kasich 
Byron Kemp 
Callahan Kildee 
Campbell Kindness 
Carney Kleczka 
Chapple Kolter 
Cheney Kramer 
Clinger LaFalce 
Coats Lagomarsino 
Cobey Latta 
Coble Leath <TX> 
Coleman <MO> Lent 
Combest Lightfoot 
Conte Lipinski 
Courter Livingston 
Coyne Lloyd 
Craig Loeffler 
Crane Long 
Dannemeyer Lott 
Darden Lowery <CA> 
Daub Lujan 
Davis Luken 
DeLay Lungren 
DeWine Mack 
DioGuardi Madigan 
Donnelly Manton 
Dornan <CA> Marlenee 
Dowdy Martin <NY> 
Dreier Mavroules 
Duncan Mazzoli 
Dyson McCloskey 
Early McCollum 
Eckert <NY> McDade 
Edwards <OK> McEwen 
Emerson McGrath 
English McMillan 
Erdreich Michel 
Fiedler Miller <OH> 
Fields Moakley 
Flippo Molinari 
Franklin Mollohan 
Gaydos Monson 
Gingrich Montgomery 
Goodling Moore 
Gradison Moorhead 
Gray <IL> Murphy 
Gregg Murtha 
Grotberg Myers 
Gunderson Natcher 
Hall, Ralph Nelson 
Hammerschmidt Nichols 
Hansen Nielson 
Hartnett Nowak 
Hendon O'Brien 
Henry Oberstar 
Hertel Ortiz 
Hiler Oxley 
Hillis Packard 
Holt Parris 
Hopkins Pashayan 
Hubbard Perkins 

Petri 
Quillen 
Regula 
Reid 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Rowland <CT> 
Rudd 
Russo 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
SiUander 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith<NE> 
Smith<NH> 
Smith <NJ> 
Smith, Denny 
Smith, Robert 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stangeland 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Tallon 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Traxler 
VanderJagt 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Watkins 
Weber 
Whitehurst 
Whitten 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO> 

NOT VOTING-14 
Asp in 
Beilenson 
Bonlor <MI> 
Daniel 
Dingell 

Fazio 
Fuqua 
Gray <PA> 
Hefner 
Hettel 

0 1250 

Lowry<WA> 
Miller<CA> 
Pursell 
Swindall 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Fazio for, with Mr. Swindall against. 

Messrs. ARMEY, MATSUI, and 
ROBERTS changed their votes from 
"aye" to "no." 

Mr. MARKEY and Mr. MITCHELL 
changed their votes from "no" to 
"aye." 

So the amendment to the amend
ment was rejected. 
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The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. SWINDALL. Mr. Chairman, on 
rollcall No. 214, I was unavoidably de
tained. Had I been present, I would 
have voted "no" on the Fascell amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes 
appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 289, noes 
130, not voting 14, as follows: 

Andrews 
Annunzio 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Barnard 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bevlll 
Biaggl 
Blllrakis 
BUley 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner<TN> 
Bonior <MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boulter 
Breaux 
Broomfield 
Brown<CO> 
Broyhlll 
Bruce 
Burton <IN> 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Carney 
Carper 
Carr 
Chappell 
Chapple 
Cheney 
Clinger 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coelho 
Coleman <MO> 
Combest 
Conte 
Cooper 
Courter 
Coyne 
Craig 
Crane 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Daschle 
Daub 
de la Garza 
DeLay 
De Wine 
Dicks 
DioGuardi 
Donnelly 
Dorgan <ND> 
Dornan<CA> 

[Roll No. 2151 
AYES-289 

Dowdy Kaptur 
Dreier Kasich 
Duncan Kemp 
Durbin Klldee 
Dwyer Kindness 
Dyson Kleczka 
Early Kolter 
Eckart <OH> Kramer 
Eckert <NY> LaFalce 
Edwards <OK> Lagomarsino 
Emerson Latta 
English Leath <TX> 
Erdreich Lent 
Feighan Lewis <FL> 
Fiedler Lightfoot 
Fields Lipinski 
Fish Livingston 
Flippo IJoyd 
Florio Loeffler 
Foglietta Long 
Foley Lott 
Fowler Lowery <CA> 
Franklin Lujan 
FuQua Luken 
Gaydos Lungren 
Gephardt Mack 
Gibbons MacKay 
Gingrich Madigan 
Glickman Manton 
Gonzalez Marlenee 
Goodling Martin <NY> 
Gordon Mavroules 
Gradison Mazzoli 
Gray <IL> McCain 
Gregg McCloskey 
Grotberg McCollum 
Guarini McDade 
Gunderson McEwen 
Hall <OH> McGrath 
Hall, Ralph McHugh 
Hamilton McMillan 
Hammerschmidt Meyers 
Hansen Mica 
Hartnett Michel 
Hatcher Miller <OH> 
Hendon Moakley 
Henry Molinari 
Hertel Mollohan 
Hiler Monson 
Hillis Montgomery 
Holt Moore 
Hopkins Moorhead 
Howard Murphy 
Hubbard Murtha 
Huckaby Myers 
Hughes Natcher 
Hunter Neal 
Hutto Nelson 
Hyde Nichols 
Ireland Nielson 
Jenkins Nowak 
Jones <NC> O'Brien 
Jones <OK> Oakar 
Jones <TN> Oberstar 
Kanjorski Olin 

Ortiz 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Pease 
Penny 
Perkins 
Petri 
Price 
Qulllen 
Rahall 
Ray 
Regula 
Reid 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Rudd 
Russo 
Saxton 
Schaefer 

Ackerman 
Addabbo 
Akaka 
Anderson 
Anthony 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bad ham 
Barnes 
Bates 
Bedell 
Berman 
Boehlert 
Bosco 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Brown<CA> 
Bryant 
Burton<CA> 
Chandler 
Clay 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conyers 
Coughlin 
Crockett 
Davis 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Downey 
Dymally 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA> 
Evans <IA> 
Evans <IL> 
Fascell 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Ford<TN> 
Frank 
Frenzel 

Alexander 
Asp in 
Bellenson 
Daniel 
Ford <MI> 

Schuette 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Siljander 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith<NE> 
Smith<NH> 
Smith<NJ> 
Smith, Denny 
Smith, Robert 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
StGermain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stangeland 
Stenholm 
Strang 
Stump 
SundQuist 
Sweeney 

NOES-130 
Frost 
Gallo 
Garcia 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gilman 
Gray <PA> 
Green 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Horton 
Hoyer 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kastenmeier 
Kennelly 
Kolbe 
Kostmayer 
Lantos 
Leach <IA> 
Lehman<CA> 
Lehman<FL> 
Leland 
Levin <MI> 
Levine <CA> 
Lewis <CA> 
Lowry<WA> 
Lundine 
Markey 
Martin <IL> 
Matsui 
McCandless 
McCurdy 
McKernan 
McKinney 
Mikulski 
Miller <CA> 
Mlller<WA> 
Min eta 
Mitchell 
Moody 
Morrison <CT> 
Morrison <WA> 

Tallon 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas<GA> 
Torricelll 
Traxler 
Valentine 
VanderJagt 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walgren 
Walker 
Watkins 
Weber 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Wllliams 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO> 
Zschau 

Mrazek 
Owens 
Panetta 
Pepper 
Pickle 
Porter 
Pursell 
Rangel 
Richardson 
Rose 
Roukema 
Sabo 
Savage 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sisisky 
Smith<FL> 
Smith<IA> 
Snowe 
Stark 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Thomas<CA> 
Towns 
Traficant 
Udall 
Visclosky 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wright 
Wyden 
Yates 

NOT VOTIN0-14 
Hefner 
Heftel 
Martinez 
Obey 
Roybal 

D 1310 

Solarz 
Swindall 
Torres 
Wolpe 

Mr. GUARINI changed his vote 
from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. SWINDALL. Mr. Chairman, on 
rollcall No. 215, I was unavoidably de
tained. Had I been present, I would 
have voted "aye" on the Smith amend
ment. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF NEW 
.JERSEY 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SMITH of New 

Jersey: Page 40, strike out line 14 and all 
that follows through line 6 on page 41; and 
page 41, line 7, strike out "(5)" and insert in 
lieu thereof "(4)". 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield to 
the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
wanted to ask the gentleman from 
New Jersey if my understanding is cor
rect that this is the second and the 
last of his amendments, and this is one 
we have an agreement on limitation on 
time? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Yes, we 
do have an agreement. 

Mr. FASCELL. Thirty minutes? 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Thirty 

minutes would be fine. 
Mr. FASCELL. Half the time to be 

controlled by the gentleman and half 
the time controlled by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the debate on this amend
ment and all amendments thereto con
clude in 30 minutes, half the time to 
be controlled by the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] and half the 
time to be controlled by the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. KosT
MAYER]. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 
· Mr. Chairman, last August the 
United States announced at the U.N. 
Population Conference in Mexico City, 
that our Government would no longer 
provide funds to any foreign nongov
ernment organization which quote: 
"performs or actively promotes abor
tion as a method of family planning." 

This policy is consistent with the 
U.N. World Population Plan of Action 
adopted at the Mexico City conference 
which states, and I quote: "Abortion in 
no case should be promoted as a 
method of family planning." 

Language in H.R. 1555, however, 
seeks to reverse this policy. My 
amendment simply strikes that lan
guage, and thus would preserve cur
rent policy. 

Let me cite just a few points in favor 
of preserving the administration's cur
rent policy. First, while it is true that 
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since 1973 no U.S. funds are permitted 
to be used directly to fund abortion as 
a method of family planning, nongov
ernment organizations have used non
U.S. funds, their own money, to actu
ally perform and promote abortion. 

The issue then comes down in part 
to the seriousness with which we 
regard abortion. I happen to believe 
that a growing number of people are 
recognizing abortion as a form of vio
lence directed at the most vulnerable 
of human beings-unborn children. 

Even a cursory look at the methods 
of abortion including salt poisoning 
shots, dismemberment, induced labor 
with the intent not to save the child 
causes one to appreciate the serious
ness of the issue. 

Abortion is violative of an unborn 
child's right to continue living, and 
should be rejected as a means of 
family planning even when paid for 
with non-U.S. funds by organizations 
we support and underwrite. 

Second, some Members here may 
argue today that unless the adminis
tration's policy is changed, family 
planning will be damaged in the devel
oping world. Mr. Chairman and Mem
bers of the Committee, the facts 
simply do not substantiate that 
charge. 

Frankly, I wish the leadership of 
International Planned Parenthood of 
London cared more about legitimate 
family planning, instead of rigidly ad
hering to their proabortion stance. 
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Most Members in this Chamber are 

probably not aware of the fact that it 
was IPPF of London and IPPF only 
who made the decision not to accept 
U.S. funds. IPPF of London was of
fered the money, with one string at
tached. AID repeatedly asked IPPF to 
accept the moneys with the condition 
that they and their affiliates not pro
mote abortion as a method of family 
planning. Thus far, they have refused. 

Let me assure my colleagues that 
the $11.5 million in cash that would 
have gone to that organization will be 
reprogrammed to other private family 
planning programs that do not include 
abortion. 

According to the AID population as
sistance factsheet distributed on the 
Hill this past May, the reprogrammed 
funds will be allocated as follows: 50 
percent will go to Africa; 17 percent 
will go to Latin America; 5 percent will 
go to Asia; and 28 percent will go to 
private-sector initiatives. 

AID also states that most IPPF af
filiates will be eligible for AID assist
ance either directly or through AID 
cooperating agencies. 

So the notion that conditioning 
funds to NGO's cripples international 
family planning does not hold water. 
At best, Mr. Chairman, it is a scare 
tactic. 

Mr. Chairman, some Members may 
also argue today that the curtailment 

of funds will result in increased abor
tions. That charge has a certain emo
tional appeal, but as an argument it is 
indeed weak and flimsy. On this issue 
I think AID Administrator Peter 
McPherson perhaps said it best in a 
letter to me, dated July 8, when he 
said: 

The premise is false. The same volume of 
resources will be provided to the developing 
world under current policy as would be 
under the committee bill. It will not lead to 
more abortions. 

He concludes. 
Further, in its May population as

sistance factsheet, AID states: "We do 
not believe that this will result in 
more abortions since after reprogram
ming the IPPF funds, an even higher 
percentage"-! repeat, an even higher 
percentage-"(77 percent> will go for 
family planning services than would 
have gone for services via IPPF (68 
percent)." 

The report goes on to say: "it is the 
delivery of family planning counseling, 
contraceptives, and other services that 
provide an alternative to abortion. We 
expect service delivery to increase in 
this case as well.'' 

I am sure some Members will argue 
that abortion is only a small percent
age of IPPF's activity. That may be 
true. So why are they so unwilling to 
cease the practice? 

Perhaps part of the reason is that 
IPPF of London crusades for permis
sive abortion laws in the developing 
world. 

According to Donald P. Warwick of 
the Harvard Institute for Internation
al Development, IPPF has been the 
single most influential organization in 
the world in undermining antiabortion 
laws. Warwick writes: "The Interna
tional Planned Parenthood Federation 
of London has been the most outspo
ken advocate of legal abortion services 
in developing countries • • *" 

This is particularly relevant when 
you realize that according to a U.N. 
study, only 5 of 126 less developed na
tions permit abortion on demand and 
in only 8 is abortion authorized for so
cioeconomic reasons. 

It seems clear that IPPF of London 
is, at this time, unwilling to give up its 
efforts to undermine these antiabor
tion laws. Bradman Weerakoon, Secre
tary-General of the International 
Planned Parenthood Federation, told 
the U.N. Non-Governmental Organiza
tions [NGOJ Population Consultation 
on March 6 that IPPF could not con
form to the administration's policy be
cause the policy would require IPPF to 
discontinue lobbying for the amend
ment of ineffective abortion laws. 

IPPF's underlying proabortion phi
losophy is further evidenced by the 
"Report of the Working Group on 
Promotion of Family Planning as a 
Basic Human Right," issued in Novem
ber 1983. This report was prepared by 
a committee which included Faye 

Wattleton, president of the Planned 
Parenthood Federation of America. 
Although recently conveniently repu
diated by IPPF, the report was dis
seminated to IPPF affiliates with the 
recommendation that both the Feder
ation and individual FP A's [family 
planning associations] will accept 
these recommendations and promote 
them as widely as possible. 

Recommendation No. 108 of that 
document noted that some countries 
do not allow the right to choose abor
tion, and urges FP A's to promote abor
tion as a legal right. Recommendation 
No. 106 stated: 

Family Planning Associations and other 
non-governmental organizations should not 
use the absence of a law or the existence of 
an unfavourable law as an excuse for inac
tion; action outside the law, and even in vio
lation of it, is part of the process of stimu
lating change. 

Clearly, the goal to IPPF of London 
is to make abortion available on 
demand, everywhere, as a method of 
family planning. In their less-guarded 
moments, some of the leading critics 
of the administration's policy have ad
mitted as much. 

For example, Werner Fornos, presi
dent of the Population Institute, said 
in a tape-recorded speech to a Planned 
Parenthood group on March 12: 

We need to separate the abortion issue 
from the family planning issue, when we're 
dealing with our legislators. Two years from 
now, I may stand here and advocate some
thing different, and the reality of our times 
may dictate that. Certainly, if we ever have 
enough votes, we ought to desperately seek 
a repeal of the Helms Admendment. The 
1973 Helms amendment bars use of funds to 
directly pay for abortions in population pro
grams. 

Daniel Weintraub, vice president for 
international programs of the Planned 
Parenthood Federation of America, 
said: 

I know that there are some people in our 
own country • • • who sincerely believe 
that we should compromise, we should 
accept the Administration's policy. And the 
argument goes that "after all, abortion in 
our international programs is only a small 
percentage of our entire program. Strategi
cally we would be better off to try to save 
family planning by giving up abortion." 
Well, I tell you that these people are 
wrong • • • One of the principles of the 
Planned Parenthood Federation of America 
is that reproductive freedom is indivis
ble. • • • 

But, Mr. Chairman, I'm happy to 
say that all family planning agencies 
are not so attached to abortion. AID 
informed Congress yesterday that 
western hemisphere region Interna
tional Planned Parenthood Federation 
intends to agree to the administra
tion's no abortion policy and thus 
become eligible for funding. They are 
now in line for $12 million in grant 
money in fiscal year 1986-87 for 
family planning programs that ex
clude abortion. 
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I would remind my colleagues that 

when faced with a similar situation in 
1983, the Pathfinder fund, a multimil
lion worldwide family planning organi
zation that aggressively promoted 
abortion, divested itself from abortion, 
and thus became eligible for AID 
funding. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems clear to me 
that the administration's Mexico City 
policy is a reasonable, measured policy 
that should be affirmed today by this 
body and certainly not reversed. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield for a question 
on that point? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. On your 
time I will. I only have 15 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge Members to 
support my amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] has con
sumed 7 minutes of his 15 minutes al
lotted time. 

The Chair now recognizes the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KosT
MAYER]. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. 
GEJDENSON]. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, it 
concerns me that what I believe to be 
the misguided efforts of my colleague 
from New Jersey will simply reduce 
the nonabortion options in this world. 
Under the standards that the gentle
man from New Jersey sets, there 
would be no population funds avail
able for the United States of America 
if the same standards were applied. 
We would not be able to fund alterna
tive family planning methods in this 
country if the proposal of the gentle
man from New Jersey were to be 
forced on the American people. 

Now, what are we talking about so 
far as the problem in the rest of the 
world? 

In this country we are grappling 
with 7-percent unemployment, with a 
population that is relatively stable. In 
Central America, over the last several 
decades, the population has doubled. 
What does that mean for those trying 
to provide food and clothing, not op
portunity and BMW's or college edu
cation, but the minimal amount of 
health care for those people? If we ex
perienced the same growth rate as 
many of these nations are, we would 
have doubled our population today 
with perhaps \500 million, with unem
ployment running 50 and 60 percent, 
unable to provide education, food, and 
clothing for our own citizens. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as she may consume to 
the gentlewoman from Maine [Ms. 
SNOWE]. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. SNOWE AS A SUB
STITUTE FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY 
MR. SMITH OF NEW JERSEY 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment as a substitute for the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Ms. SNOWE as a 

substitute for the amendment offered by 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey: 

Page 41, at the end of line 6, insert the fol
lowing: Nothing in this paragraph shall be 
construed to allow funds made available to 
carry out this part to be used to pay for the 
performance of abortions as a method of 
family planning or to motivate or coerce 
any person to practice abortions. 

Ms. SNOWE (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from Maine? 

There was no objection. 
POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, according to Deschler, 
chapter 27, section 16.9, "A substitute 
for a motion to strike out is not in 
order." 

I would appreciate if the Chair 
would rule on that. I do not think the 
amendment is in order, and I make the 
point of order that it is not. 

D 1330 
The CHAIRMAN (Mr. AuCOIN). The 

Chair will state that the Smith 
amendment strikes language from the 
bill, and the Snowe amendment adds 
language to the bill as an alternative 
to the Smith amendment in the same 
portion of the bill that the Smith lan
guage treats. 

The Chair rules that the amend
ment could have been a preferential 
perfecting amendment to the bill but 
will be acceptable as a substitute, since 
the order of voting is not different. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle
woman from Maine [Ms. SNOWE]. 

Ms. SNOWE. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. Chairman, the amendment that 

I am offering today on behalf of the 
distinguished chairman of the Foreign 
Affairs Committee and myself takes in 
good faith the stated intent of the 
gentleman from New Jersey in offer
ing his amendment. 

The gentleman claims to support 
U.S. international family assistance 
programs, saying that he is merely op
posed to U.S. support for abortion. 
The amendment that I am offering 
here today reinforces the existing pro
hibitions on using U.S. population aid 
to fund abortions without threatening 
the voluntary, nonabortion methods 
of family planning around the world. 

My amendment simply states that 
nothing in this bill would be construed 
as allowing U.S. funds to perform or 
promote abortions as a method of 
family planning. The Foreign Affairs 

Committee considered the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New 
Jersey and it was rejected by a biparti
san, 2-to-1 vote. It is unfortunate that 
domestic politics is once again endan
gering international family planning 
assistance programs. Despite what my 
colleague from New Jersey has said, 
his amendment will not reduce abor
tions around the world. 

Let us understand what we are talk
ing about here today. Existing law 
since 1973 with the enactment of the 
Helms amendment has prohibited any 
support for abortions through U.S. 
population assistance programs. The 
gentleman's amendment would place 
restrictions on international family 
planning programs far more extreme 
than those placed on domestic organi
zations. But while his amendment 
would not reduce abortions worldwide, 
what it would do is threaten a very 
fragile, international family planning 
infrastructure. The inevitable result? 
It would mean greater deprivation to 
the already overpopulated countries of 
this world, and yes, even more abor
tions. 

If the gentleman's amendment were 
to restate the existing prohibition on 
our support for abortions, then I 
would join the gentleman in adoption 
of that amendment. Despite the innoc
uous language in his amendment, the 
effect of his amendment would be to 
overturn the policy of four administra
tions, three Republicans and one Dem
ocrat, including the first term of the 
Reagan administration. 

What we need to understand is the 
historical evolution of our role and our 
commitment to international family 
planning programs. In 1984, at the 
World Population Conference in 
Mexico City, for the first time we re
treated from a bipartisan commitment 
of support for international family 
planning programs. Our delegation an
nounced that we would suspend all as
sistance to private international orga
nizations if they use non-U.S. funds 
for abortions, even funds from their 
own national governments. They could 
not use funds, not U.S. funds, for 
counseling services, referral services, 
and they could not mention abortion's 
legal availability within a specific 
country. 

The International Planned Parent
hood Federation has not violated U.S. 
law. Our funds have never been used 
for abortion or abortion-related activi
ties in any country. The administra
tion and others like the gentleman 
from New Jersey, has chosen to rein
terpret policy that has had the bipar
tisan support for the last 20 years. 
That is what we are talking about 
here, ladies and gentlemen. It is a re
treat from policy that has been here
tofore unacceptable in this country. 

In 1974 at the World Population 
Conference in Bucharest, our U.S. del-
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egation, headed by Caspar Weinberg
er, worked very hard to convince de
veloping nations that unprecedented 
population growth rates would affect 
their economic development and their 
economic progress. In the intervening 
time, between the World Population 
Conference in 1974 and the World 
Population Conference in 1984, a re
versal of outlook took place on the 
part of these developing nations. They 
recognize that, yes, accelerated popu
lation growth rates would outstrip eco
nomic development. In Africa alone, 
per capita production has fallen off in 
light of projected increases in popula
tion which is expected to double by 
the turn of the century and beyond. 

Last summer, a delegate from Nige
ria was quoted as saying at the World 
Population Conference, and I quote: 

In the early 70's population growth was 
not considered to be a matter of concern. It 
is now evident that the view has to be reap
praised. 

Mr. Chairman, now, just as the pros
pect for bringing down dangerously 
high population growth rates in the 
poorest parts of the world, we should 
be renewing our commitment to inter
national family planning programs, 
not retreating into the morass of crip
pling amendments such as the one of
fered by the gentleman from New 
Jersey. 

There is one other issue I would like 
to address here today and that is the 
issue of fungibility. The gentleman 
from New Jersey has said that popula
tion assistance is fungible. That is to 
say he argues that if we provide popu
lation assistance to countries that 
allow abortions, the, somehow, we are 
indirectly funding those activities that 
are funded by other sources. Well, if 
we apply that argument to population 
assistance, then indeed we should 
apply that same argument to all for
eign aid. We might as well discontinue 
our support for emergency food meas
ures we give to Bangladesh for fear 
they would spend more on abortion 
and less on food purchases. 

We might as well not give money to 
UNICEF because they have a $50-mil
lion program in China or they have 
immunization programs in developing 
nations where abortions are legal. The 
argument is ludicrous. But no less ex
treme is the amendment of the gentle
man from New Jersey. It would be cat
astrophic because it is the beginning 
of unraveling U.S. support for interna
tional family planning assistance. 
They have targeted the U.N. Fund for 
Population Activities; their target is 
now the International Planned Par
enthood Federation. This antiabortion 
crusade has now become an antifamily 
planning crusade and those who sug
gest this course of action must also 
assume the consequences of more 
famine, more deprivation, more starva
tion, and yes, more abortions. 

One other point: We are setting a 
double standard. This is a new bifur
cated policy, one in which we treat the 
private organizations in other coun
tries differently from the governments 
in those countries. We will continue to 
provide family planning assistance to 
governments which permit abortions, 
but we will deny it to the private orga
nizations that are the most effective, 
the most efficient, and cost half the 
price of government-operated pro
grams. 

Yet, there are very few in fact, only 
30, bilateral programs which we have 
engaged in with other nations. So the 
gentleman is arguing that we are 
going to reprogram this money, and 
yet, there aren't any organizations 
which will accept reprogrammed 
funds. More than 50 percent of the 
funds have not been reprogrammed. 
That is a fact, and these international 
planning organizations such as IPPF 
have been the most effective in provid
ing family planning services in the less 
developed areas of the world. 

Mr. KOSTMA YER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. SNOWE. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. I thank the gen
tlewoman. 

Mr. Chairman, we just got off the 
telephone with the AID office; not one 
single cent of this money, as of today 
at 1 o'clock, has been reprogrammed. 
Not one single other group has been 
willing to sign those restrictive cov
enants which would permit them to 
expend these funds. 

When the gentleman from New 
Jersey said it, and I know he did not 
do it deliberately, he seriously misled 
the Congress. The money has not been 
reprogrammed. 

Ms. SNOWE. I thank the gentleman 
for making that point. Mr. Chairman, 
I say to the Members please support 
the amendment that I have offered 
here today because what we are talk
ing about is antifamily planning. This 
is not an antiabortion issue as the gen
tleman would suggest. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KosTMAYER] 
has consumed 10 minutes and the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] 
has consumed 7 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I just want to re
spond to the point the gentleman just 
raised. I pointed out that money is in 
the process of being reprogrammed 
and that International Planned Par
enthood of the Western Hemisphere 
region is in the process of accepting 
the terms, and congressional notifica
tion is already in the process of occur
ring. It does take time, but it is in the 
process of occurring. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
HYDE]. 
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Mr. HYDE. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding this time to me. 
Mr. Chairman, of course no money is 

reprogrammed. They are waiting to 
see how this issue comes out, and the 
minute it is decided what Congress is 
going to do, we will see the reprogram
ming. 

There are organizations that will 
accept this money who are not in the 
business of performing abortions or 
advocating them. This is not antifami
ly planning unless you inextricably 
link abortion with family planning. 
The policy of this administration, 
which the Smith amendment seeks to 
enforce, is to say yes to family plan
ning, no to abortion. 

There are organizations willing to 
accept that once Congress decides. I do 
not understand why we have to 
assume that organizations that per
form or support abortions have a 
claim on tax dollars of this country. 
There are such organizations, ready to 
take these funds, and no money will be 
withheld from them. This is not anti
family planning; it is antikilling 
unborn children. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] has 6% 
minutes remaining and the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KosTMAYER] 
has 5 minutes remaining. The gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. KosT
MAYER] does have the right to close. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, the issue here is 
fairly simple. The United States pro
vides one-third of the budget to IPPF. 
Their budget is about $51 million an
nually. We provide about $17 million 
of that. Of that $51 million, approxi
mately $300,000, or less than 1 per
cent, is used for abortion-related ac
tivities. That includes life-supporting 
medical care for women who have had 
botched abortions, for example. 

What the House is hopefully about 
not to do is to end our 20-year biparti
san commitment under five Presidents 
of both parties to the International 
Planned Parenthood Federation, be
cause they have used less than 1 per
cent or $300,000 for septic abortions. 

None of this money has to date been 
reprogrammed. We have documenta
tion from those groups who would be 
the recipients of these funds, if they 
were to be reprogrammed, that it is 
not their intention to accept these 
funds. The Snowe amendment pro
vides that no U.S. dollars will be spent 
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on abortion. It reaffirms and recom
mits American policy to this position. 

It would be a tragedy, Mr. Chair
man, a tragedy, ladies and gentlemen, 
to end our country's 20-year bipartisan 
commitment to voluntary family plan
ning by adopting the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from New 
Jersey. I urge its rejection. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN: The Chair will 
state to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. SMITH] that the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. KosT
MA YER] has the right to close debate, 
so the Chair does now recognize the 
gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. DEWINE]. 

Mr. DEWINE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, in 1 minute let me 
try to summarize what the issue is. 
The issue is not about family plan
ning. Every single penny is going to be 
spent for family planning. So whether 
you are for family planning or against 
it, that is not the issue today. 

The issue is abortion. The issue is 
whether or not, and I will read directly 
the quote, are we going to deny, and 
here is the issue, not family planning, 
the issue is are we going to "deny 
funds to private foreign organizations 
which perform or actively promote 
abortion as a method of family plan
ning." That is the issue we are going 
to be voting on in just a moment. 

Our argument about fungibility does 
make sense. As I pointed out earlier, 
that is the argument your side of the 
aisle always makes in the Grove City 
example, that if you discriminate in a 
college, we should completely cut off 
all funds. That has been the argu
ment, and it is an argument that cer
tainly has some merit. Why doesn't 
your side accept that argument in 
regard to this issue, where the clear 
goal of some organizations is to inte
grate abortion and family planning. 
That is what these organizations are 
actually doing. 

What we are trying to do is to sepa
rate these issues. You can be in favor 
of family planning and against abor
tion, and that is what this issue is 
about. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF NEW 

JERSEY TO THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. 
SNOWE AS A SUBSTITUTE FOR THE AMENDMENT 
OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF NEW JERSEY 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 

Chairman, I offer an amendment to 
the amendment offered as a subsitute 
for the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SMITH of New 

Jersey to the amendment offered by Ms. 
SNOWE a.s a substitute for the amendment 

offered by Mr. SMITH of New Jersey: At the 
end of the substitute insert the following: 

"The President, if he determines that to 
do so would promote voluntary family plan
ning goals, not withstanding paragraphs <A> 
and <B>. may deny funds for population 
planning purposes under this part to a for
eign country, an international organization, 
or a nongovernmental organization, and he 
may deny or require denial of funds <or 
goods or services financed with such funds) 
to any direct or indirect recipient of funds, 
goods, or services from a foreign country, an 
international orgainization, or a nongovern
mental organization which receives those 
funds under this part for population plan
ning purposes, 
because of the types of voluntary and non
coercive family planning programs which it 
carries out or promotes, or for which it pro
vides funds, goods, or services <directly or 
through another entity), even if it does so 
entirely with funds other than the funds 
made available by the United States under 
this part. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (during 
the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend
ment be considered as read and print
ed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
object. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is 
heard. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
think it would be real nice if we had a 
copy of the amendment, and I reserve 
a point of order against the amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN .. The gentleman 
reserves a point of order against the 
amendment. 

The Clerk will continue reading the 
amendment. 

The Clerk concluded the reading of 
the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] is recog
nized in support of his amendment. 
The gentleman is still operating under 
the time limitation, and he has 5¥2 
minutes remaining. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. F ASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I 

have a parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

will state his parliamentary inquiry. 
Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I just 

want to be sure what the procedural 
position is that we are in here right 
now, having reserved a point of order. 
But as I understand it, there is a pri
mary amendment, then there is an 
amendment in the nature of a substi
tute. I am trying to find out what this 
latest offering is. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
state that before the committee now is 
a perfecting amendment by the gentle
man from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] to 
the substitute amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Maine [Ms. 
SNOWE]. 

The Chair will further state that the 
first vote, then, will come on the 

Smith perfecting amendment, the 
second vote on the Snowe substitute, 
and the third vote on the Smith 
amendment. 

Mr. FASCELL. On this tree, Mr. 
Chairman, that we have been present
ed with, is there anything hanging on 
the primary amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
state that no perfecting amendment 
has been offered to the amendment. 

Mr. FASCELL. I thank the Chair. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. SMITH] and he has 5% minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I will keep it very brief. 

This amendment simple restates my 
original goal, and that is to preserve 
the President's Mexico City policy 
which is now current policy. This 
amendment will give the Congress an 
affirmative opportunity to vote in 
favor of that policy, which requires 
that nongovernment foreign-based or
ganizations receiving U.S. funds not 
perform or actually promote abortion. 
Our money will be conditioned upon 
whether or not they provide abortions 
out of it with their own money or 
ours. 

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I would 
be happy to yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. KEMP. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of the Smith amendment, as I did 
for the previous Smith amendment. It 
was not only the position of the 
United States at the Mexico City con
ference to deny funds to any private 
foreign organization which performed 
or actively promoted abortion as a 
method of family planning; that policy 
was consistent with the world popula
tion plan of action which was adopted 
at that conference which also states 
that abortion "in no case should be 
promoted as a method of family plan
ning.'' 

0 1350 
The issue, I would say to my distin

guished colleagues, is not family plan
ning versus no family planning. The 
Smith amendment will not decrease 
funding for family planning programs 
by 1 cent. I favor a continuing commit
ment to these programs. But it should 
not be our policy to include the use of 
abortion as a method of family plan
ning and it seems to me that is very 
clear that most of the Members agree. 
They will get their best chance to re
state how they view family planning 
and the issue of abortion by their vote 
on the Smith amendment. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Chairman, first I 
want to quote for my dear colleague, 
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the gentlewoman from Maine, with 
whom I have a fond relationship, a 
Third World economist who told us 
that the very best way to lead to eco
nomic development is to promote 
smaller families. Indira Gandhi in 
1984, I would say to the gentlewoman 
from Maine [Ms. SNOWE], said: 

The very best way of inducing people to 
have smaller families is more economic de
velopment. Where we have highly industri
alized areas and better education and better 
agriculture, we find automatically families 
tend to grow smaller. 

Now, the question is really-and I do 
not mean to be controversial-does 
economic development precede or 
follow family planning? I happen to 
believe, as I stand here on the floor 
today, that one thing this Nation must 
do is promote the Third World eco
nomic development that is so neces
sary, not only for their own markets 
but to help them deal with the possi
bility of having fewer children. I 
would like to see that as a natural 
course of events, and it seems to me 
the Smith amendment simply states 
that a child is not just a mouth, he or 
she is also two hands and a mind with 
a potential to contribute to his or her 
country, to the family, and to the 
world, and abortion is outside the 
realm of this policy. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEMP. I will yield. I do want to 
yield to the gentleman from Illinois. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will suspend. The Chair will state that 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
SMITH] controls the time. He had 
yielded to the gentleman from New 
York without designating a fixed 
amount of time. 

Mr. KEMP. I am sorry, Mr. Chair
man. 

I just wanted to point out, Mr. 
Chairman, that there are those of us 
who really believe that people are a re
source in and of themselves and that 
family planning is necessary, but it is 
not only a result of some of the good 
work that is done by some of the inter
national agencies, it is also a result of 
families being able to cope with their 
economic problems, and we should be 
promoting both, but not abortion. 
That is what our Mexico City plan 
said, and I cannot understand why 
anyone would disagree with that. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman from New Jersey yield? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield 
very briefly to the gentleman from Il
linois. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
a very brief question. 

The gentleman has said he favors 
this policy as applied overseas. Does 
the gentleman also favor this policy 
applied domestically so that any hos
pital performing a legal abortion in 
the United States would have its vol
untary family planning clinic closed? 

Mr. KEMP. No. 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 

Chairman, I will reclaim my time. 
Mr. PORTER. Do you want to 

answer the question? Would the gen
tleman answer the question? 

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
agree with the gentleman on the issue. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield to 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
agree with the gentleman from Illinois 
on his approach to this issue either do
mestically or internationally, but that 
is an honest disagreement. We are for 
family planning, but this issue is 
whether or not family planning should 
include abortion. We do not want to be 
characterized by the gentleman and 
some of his colleagues as being against 
family planning because we are willing 
to support a healthy budget for family 
planning, without abortion. 

Mr. Chairman, for the record I also 
want to express the reasons for my 
support for the amendment earlier 
adopted by the House to end U.S. tax
payer support for organizations that 
refuse to disassociate themselves from 
the brutal practices of coerced abor
tion and forced sterilization that are 
used in the People's Republic of China 
to enforce a one child per family man
date and policy that often results in 
female infanticide. This amendment 
would not in any way reduce U.S. 
funds for voluntary population pro
grams overseas-it would only require 
that those funds be spent in programs 
which uphold the human rights of 
their participants. 

There is absolutely no question 
about the validity of the many inde
pendent reports, from diverse sources, 
which show that the People's Republic 
of China's one child per family policy 
is enforced through coerced abortion, 
forced sterilization, and often results 
in the infanticide of innocent newborn 
girls. 

Let me quote for my colleagues the 
words of Qian Xinzhong, former 
family planning minister of the Peo
ple's Republic of China: 

Births are a matter of state planning, just 
like other economic and social activities .... 
A couple cannot have a baby just because it 
wants to. 

Imagine that-a couple cannot have 
a baby because it wants to. I ask my 
colleagues to reflect for a moment on 
the implications of that statement. 

Now let me share with my colleagues 
another quote from family planning 
minister Qian-a statement which is 
very relevant to today's debate. In his 
book "The Crowded Earth" <Norton, 
1984), which was funded in part by a 
UNFPA grant, former New York 
Times correspondent Pranay Gupte 
reported on the reaction of PRC 
family planning minister Qian to the 
news that the U.N. had given him its 
first ever award for "the most out
standing contribution to the aware-

ness of population questions." Qian 
"immediately launched into an appre
ciation of what the United Nations 
award meant to him and the Chinese. 
The award had, Qian said, put the im
primatur of the world body on China's 
efforts." By the way, Nobel laureate 
economist Theodore Schultz resigned 
from the U.N. award advisory commit
tee in protest over this award to the 
PRC. 

Mr. Chairman, the Washington Post 
ran an excellent series and editorial on 
this issue in January. I'd like to quote 
a portion of that article for my col
leagues: 

This story offers a glimpse of China usual
ly hidden from foreigners but painfully fa
miliar to most Chinese-a world of govern
ment sanctioned infanticide, of strongarm 
sterilizations, and of abortions performed at 
a rate as high as 800,000 per year in a single 
province. It is a harsh milieu, in which 
houses are razed and valuables seized as the 
penalty for birth control violations ... 
abortion posses scoured the countryside in 
the spring of 1981, rounding up women in 
rice paddies and thatched roof houses. Ex
pectant mothers, including many in their 
last trimester, were trussed, handcuffed, 
herded into hog cages and delivered by the 
truckload to the operating tables of rural 
clinics according to eyewitness accounts. 

These practices are repugnant to 
Americans and to all people who re
spect human rights. So the question 
raised by the Smith amendment is not 
whether the United States should 
fund programs that participate in 
these brutal practices-clearly we 
should not. The real question is why 
an organization such as the UNFP A 
wants to associate itself in any way 
with these practices? 

Does the UNFPA share responsibil
ity for the human rights abuses which 
are a pervasive part of the PRC's pop
ulation program? Or, is the UNFPA an 
innocent bystander? Or, as some have 
asserted, is the UNFP A actually a re
straining influence on the Govern
ment of the PRC? 

I would like to believe that the 
UNFP A is not implicated in the pro
gram's pervasive coercion. But the evi
dence is overwhelmingly to the con
trary. Therefore, I support the Smith 
amendment. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I will reclaim my time and 
remind my colleagues, particularly 
those viewing this back in their of
flees, that there are organizations like 
the Pathfinder Fund which was very 
much involved in the promotion of 
abortions that dropped it or divested 
from its abortion component and now 
is fully eligible to receive funds. As I 
pointed out before, the International 
Planned Parenthood Federation, 
Western Hemisphere Region, has also 
given strong indications that they are 
in the process of --

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? The gentle
man is incorrect. 
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Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 

Chairman, I ask the gentleman to 
cease because I have the time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] has the 
time. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I would point out that they 
are in the process of agreeing to the 
conditions that have been placed upon 
them, and that concluding document 
shall be forthcoming in the near 
future. IPPF affiliates would also be 
eligible again. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
SMITH] has expired. 

The Chair now recognizes the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KosT
MAYER], who has 3112 minutes remain
ing. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 15 seconds to the gentleman 
from Connecticut [Mr. GEJDENSON]. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, 
the gentleman from New Jersey is in
correct. There is a proposal by our 
AID people. It has not been accepted 
and there are presently no plans for 
their acceptance. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
The gentleman is incorrect. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
out of order. The Chair will state that 
the gentleman has not yielded. 

The time of the gentleman from 
Connecticut [Mr. GEJDENSON] has now 
expired and the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KOSTMAYER]. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. PORTER]. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, it 
seems to me that there is a bit of hy
pocrisy here in taking one position 
overseas and another position at 
home. What we are saying to the non
governmental organizations overseas is 
that if there are any funds of their 
own spent on anything related to abor
tion, the United States is going to 
cutoff our support for that organiza
tion's voluntary family planning pro
gram. We do not say that at home. I 
would think that the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] might be pre
pared at some point to offer some such 
amendment to apply his policy here at 
home as well. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PORTER. What would that 
mean? It would mean that every hos
pital in the United States and every 
clinic in the United States that per
forms a legal abortion that has, as 
part of its health services, family plan
ning services will have the funding for 
those family planning services cutoff. 
That is the very policy we are going to 
apply overseas even though they are 
using money that is not money of the 
United States. There has never been 

$1 of American money ever spent for 
abortions anywhere in the world, nor 
should there be. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. PoRTER] 
has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KOSTMAYER]. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER]. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in support of the Snowe substi
tute and in opposition to the Smith 
amendment which would cut off the 
entire U.S. contribution to a number 
of international organizations in the 
population assistance field, including 
the International Planned Parenthood 
Federation. 

The Smith amendment would codify 
the Reagan administration's Mexico 
City policy, designed to place restric
tions on our international family plan
ning programs far more extreme than 
those which we accept for our domes
tic programs. 

I attended the U.N. Conference as 
part of an unofficial group of observ
ers from the House of Representa
tives. For reasons best explained by 
the Reagan administration, no Mem
bers of Congress, Republican or Demo
cratic, were appointed to the official 
delegation itself. Moreover, the delega
tion was all male, with the exception 
of one female alternate, and led by a 
prominent abortion foe, James Buck
ley. 

Buckley briefed our congressional 
group in Mexico City and denied that 
the delegation was advocating any 
change in U.S. policy. The fact is the 
Buckley delegation intended to move 
for a complete cutoff of foreign aid to 
any public or private groups that use 
private moneys from other sources for 
abortion services of any kind, includ
ing routine counseling on family plan
ning options. Just mentioning the 
word "abortion" would be abortion 
promotion, according to the new 
policy. 

The Smith amendment reaffirms 
and codifies this change in U.S. policy. 

In Mexico City, we asked Buckley 
and the other official delegates why 
U.S. policy had changed and how they 
could justify that change. We pointed 
out that there was no evidence that 
the 1974 Helms amendment, which 
prohibits the use of U.S. foreign aid 
money to pay for abortions, was not 
being adhered to. Nor had Congress 
authorized any change. · 

Finally, one delegate burst out the 
confession: This was Ronald Reagan's 
personal opinion. 

Mr. Chairman, I don't find that as 
justification to deny family planning 
programs to developing countries. 

I would like to remind my colleagues 
that 10 years ago, when the first U.N. 
family planning conference was held 
in Bucharest, the United States was 

one of the few countries advocating 
family planning. It was during a Re
publican administration and Caspar 
Weinberger, then Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, went to the 
conference to tell participating coun
tries that it made no sense to pump 
development into countries unless 
they had family planning. 

The Smith amendment would curtail 
legitimate family planning. It goes 
against the worldwide consensus that 
has emerged on two points: The right 
of families to choose the number and 
spacing of children, and the need for 
governments and organizations to pro
vide families with the capability to 
plan family size, as part of sound 
policy for economic development. 

The Smith amendment is a form of 
cultural imperialism where the United 
States dictates that abortions cannot 
even be mentioned worldwide, when 
they are already legal in 85 percent of 
the world, including the United States. 
I urge my colleagues to vote against it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair now 
recognizes the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. KosTMAYER], who has 1 
minute and 15 seconds remaining. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. LEviN]. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, this is not a prolife amendment. 
It is, in effect an antifamily planning 
amendment, and let me explain why I 
say that. 

Let us be clear about the Smith 
amendment. It does not say that no 
money shall go to an organization 
which provides any abortion-related 
assistance. What it says is that no 
money shall go to any organization 
which in turn gives any money or has 
anything to do with any organization 
which has abortion-related activities. 

So the Grove City example cited by 
the gentleman from Ohio is a poor 
one. If what we would be doing under 
Smith were to be followed in a Grove 
City situation, this would be the 
result: No money could go to a univer
sity which in turn does business of any 
kind with anybody who fails to follow 
prescribed practices. Their type of 
result does not make any sense for 
AID's population assistance, is unnec
essary and unworkable. 

The gentleman from New York has 
said that economic development 
should come before family planning. 
There have been arguments for years 
which comes first, and I say: A pox on 
both houses that claim one or the 
other comes first. Economic develop
ment is interrelated with population 
growth rates. Both are needed-eco
nomic development and family plan
ning. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge that we defeat 
the Smith amendment. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN] 
has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KosTMAYERJ, 
who has 15 seconds remaining. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of the time 
remaining. 

Mr. Chairman, the Smith amend
ment will reduce voluntary family 
planning money in the developing 
world. If we deny family planning to 
the poor women of the Third World, 
many will never-the-less become preg
nant, there will be more abortions, and 
in fact the Smith amendment will in
crease dramatically the number of 
abortions in the Third World. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask the Members to 
oppose the Smith amendment and to 
preserve our national commitment to 
voluntary family planning. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KOSTMA YER) has expired. All time has 
expired. 

If the Chair may have the attention 
of the chairman of the committee, the 
Chair will inquire of the gentleman 
from Florida whether he intends to 
insist on his point of order. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
withdraw my point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. FASCELL] withdraws 
his point of order, and all time has ex
pired. 

The Chair now will state the order 
of votes on the three pending amend
ments. The first vote will be on the 
Smith amendment to the Snowe sub
stitute; the second vote will be on the 
Snowe substitute; and the third vote 
will be on the Smith amendment. 

For what purpose does the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. KosT
MAYERJ rise? 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
had difficulty hearing the Chair's an
nouncement. I wonder if the Chair 
would repeat the order of the votes. 

0 1400 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 

state again the sequence of votes on 
the pending three amendments. 

The first vote will be on the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] to the amend
ment offered by the gentlewoman 
from Maine [Ms. SNOWE] as a substi
tute for the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
SMITH]. 

The second vote will be on the 
amendment offered by the gentlewom
an from Maine [Ms. SNOWEJ as a sub
stitute for the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
SMITH]. 

The third vote will be on the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH], as or as not 
amended. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask uanimous consent that the second 
and third votes be 5-minute votes, if 
there is a rollcall vote on the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
not entertain that request, because 
Members have not have adequate and 
proper notice. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. SMITH] to the amendment 
offered by the gentlewoman from 
Maine [Ms. SNOWE] as a substitute for 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

The question was taken; and the 
chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 234, noes 
189, not voting 10, as follows: 

Annunzio 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Barnard 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner<TN> 
Bonior <MD 
Boulter 
Breaux 
Broomfield 
Burton <IN> 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Carney 
Chappell 
Chapple 
Cheney 
Clinger 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coleman <MO> 
Combest 
Conte 
Cooper 
Courter 
Coyne 
Craig 
Crane 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Daub 
Davis 
DeLay 
De Wine 
DioGuardi 
Donnelly 
Dornan<CA> 
Dowdy 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckert <NY> 
Edwards <OK> 

[Roll No. 2161 
AYES-234 

Emerson Long 
English Lott 
Evans <IA> Lowery <CA> 
Fields Lujan 
Flippo Luken 
Florio Lungren 
Franklin Mack 
Fuqua Madigan 
Gaydos Manton 
Gibbons Marlenee 
Gingrich Martin <NY> 
Goodling Mavroules 
Gradison Mazzoli 
Gray <IL> McCain 
Grotberg McCandless 
Gunderson McCloskey 
Hall <OH> McCollum 
Hall, Ralph McDade 
Hamilton McEwen 
Hammerschmidt McGrath 
Hansen McMillan 
Hartnett Michel 
Hendon Miller <OH> 
Henry Moakley 
Hertel Molinari 
Hiler Mollohan 
Hillis Monson 
Holt Montgomery 
Hopkins Moore 
Hubbard Moorhead 
Huckaby Murphy 
Hunter Murtha 
Hutto Myers 
Hyde Natcher 
Ireland Nelson 
Jenkins Nichols 
Jones <TN> Nielson 
Kanjorski Nowak 
Kaptur O'Brien 
Kasich Oakar 
Kemp Oberstar 
Kildee Ortiz 
Kindness Oxley 
Kleczka Packard 
Kolter Parris 
Kramer Pashayan 
LaFalce Pepper 
Lagomarsino Perkins 
Latta Petri 
Leath <TX> Price 
Lent Quillen 
Lewis <CA> Rahall 
Lightfoot Ray 
Lipinski Regula 
Livingston Reid 
Lloyd Ridge 
Loeffler Rinaldo 

Ritter 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Rowland <CT> 
Rudd 
Russo 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Sikorski 

Ackerman 
Addabbo 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Anthony 
Asp in 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Badham 
Barnes 
Bates 
Bedell 
Berman 
Boehlert 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Brown <CA> 
Brown<CO> 
Broyhill 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton<CA> 
Bustamante 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Clay 
Coelho 
Coleman <TX> 

· Collins 
Conyers 
Coughlin 
Crockett 
Daschle 
Dellums 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dorgan<ND> 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Eckart <OH> 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA> 
Erdreich 
Evans <IL> 
Fascell 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fiedler 
Fish 
Foglietta 
Foley 

Siljander 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith<NE> 
Smith<NH> 
Smith <NJ> 
Smith, Denny 
Smith, Robert 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
StGermain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stangeland 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swindall 

NOES-189 
Ford <MD 
Ford<TN> 
Fowler 
Frank 
Frenzel 
Frost 
Gallo 
Garcia 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gray <PA> 
Green 
Gregg 
Guarini 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Jones <NC> 
Jones<OK> 
Kastenmeier 
Kennelly 
Kolbe 
Kostmayer 
Lantos 
Leach <IA> 
Lehman<FL> 
Leland 
Levin <MD 
Levine <CA> 
Lewis <FL> 
Lowry<WA> 
Lundine 
MacKay 
Markey 
Martin <IL> 
Matsui 
McCurdy 
McHugh 
McKernan 
McKinney 
Meyers 
Mica 
Mikulski 
Miller<CA> 
Miller<WA> 
Min eta 
Mitchell 
Moody 
Morrison <CT> 
Morrison <WA> 
Mrazek 

Tallon 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Traxler 
Vander Jagt 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Watkins 
Weber 
Whitehurst 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO> 

Neal 
Obey 
Olin 
Owens 
Panetta 
Pease 
Penny 
Pickle 
Porter 
Pursell 
Rangel 
Richardson 
Rodino 
Rose 
Roukema 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Sabo 
Savage 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sharp 
Sisisky 
Slattery 
Smith<FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Strang 
Stratton 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Thomas<CA> 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Udall 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walgren 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Zschau 

NOT VOTING-10 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Daniel 
de la Garza 

Derrick Martinez 
Hefner Wright 
Heftel 
Lehman<CA> 
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Mr. KASTENMEIER changed his 
vote from "aye" to" no." 

Mr. NOWAK changed his vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment to the amend
ment offered as a substitute for the 
amendment was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was an
nounced as above recorded. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment, as amended, offered 
by the gentlewoman from Maine [Ms. 
SNOWE] as a substitute for the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

The amendment, as amended, of
fered as a substitute for the amend
ment was agreed to. 

D 1420 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] as 
amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to title III? 

If not, the Clerk will designate title 
IV. I 

The text of title IV is as follows: 
TITLE IV-OTHER FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT 

PROGRAMS 
SEC. 101. AMERICAN SCHOOLS AND HOSPITALS 

ABROAD. 
Section 214fc) of the Foreign Assistance 

Act of 1961 is amended to read as follows: 
"fc)(lJ To carry out the purposes of this 

section, there are authorized to be appropri
ated to the President $40,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1986 and $40,000,000 for fiscal year 
1987. 

"(2) Amounts appropriated under para
graph (1) are authorized to remain available 
until expended.". 
SEC. 102. VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTIONS TO INTERNA· 

TIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND PRO
GRAMS. 

Section 302fa)(1J of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 is amended to read as follows: 
"(a)(lJ There are authorized to be appropri
ated to the President $284,904,000 for fiscal 
year 1986 and $284,904,000 for fiscal year 
198 7 for grants to carry out the purposes of , 
this chapter, in addition to funds available 
under other Acts for such purposes. Of these 
amounts-

" fA) $170,000,000 for fiscal year 1986 and 
$170,000,000 for fiscal year 1987 shall be for 
the United Nations Development Program; 

"(BJ $55,000,000 for fiscal year 1986 and 
$55,000,000 for fiscal year 1987 shall be for 
the United Nations Children's Fund; 

"(CJ $20,500,000 for fiscal year 1986 and 
$20,500,000 for fiscal year 1987 shall be for 
the International Atomic Energy Agency, 
except that these funds may be contributed 
to that Agency only if the Secretary of State 
determines (and so reports to the Congress) 
that Israel is not being denied its right to 
participate in the activities of that Agency; 

"(D) $15,500,000 for fiscal year 1986 and 
$15,500,000 for fiscal year 1987 shall be for 
Organization of American States develop
ment assistance programs,· 

"(E) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 1986 and 
$10,000,000 for fiscal year 1987 shall be for 
the United Nations Environment Program; 

"(F) $2,000,000 for fiscal year 1986 and 
$2,000,000 for fiscal year 1987 shall be for 
the World Meteorological Organization; 

"(G) $2,000,000 for fiscal year 1986 and 
$2,000,000 for fiscal year 1987 shall be for 
the United Nations Capital Development 
Fund,· 

"(H) $1,000,000 for fiscal year 1986 and 
$1,000,000 for fiscal year 1987 shall be for 
the United Nations Education and Training 
Program for Southern Africa; 

"([) $500,000 for fiscal year 1986 and 
$500,000 for fiscal year 1987 shall be for the 
United Nations Voluntary Fund for the 
Decade for Women; 

"(J) $200,000 for fiscal year 1986 and 
$200,000 for fiscal year 1987 shall be for the 
Convention on International Trade in En
dangered Species,· 

"(KJ $2,000,000 for fiscal year 1986 and 
$2,000,000 for fiscal year 1987 shall be for 
the World Food Program; 

"(LJ $500,000 for fiscal year 1986 and 
$500,000 for fiscal year 1987 shall be for the 
United Nations Institute for Namibia; 

"(MJ $343,000 for fiscal year 1986 and 
$343,000 for fiscal year 1987 shall be for the 
United Nations Trust Fund for South 
Africa; 

"(NJ $100,000 for fiscal year 1986 and 
$100,000 for fiscal year 1987 shall be for the 
United Nations Voluntary Fund for Victims 
a/Torture; 

"(0) $200,000 for fiscal year 1986 and 
$200,000 for fiscal year 1987 shall be for the 
United Nations Industrial Development Or
ganization; 

"(PJ $1,561,000 for fiscal year 1986 and 
$1,561,000 for fiscal year 1987 shall be for 
the United Nations Development Program 
Trust Fund to Combat Poverty and Hunger 
inA/rica; 

"fQJ $2,750,000 for fiscal year 1986 and 
$2,750,000 for fiscal year 1987 shall be for 
contributions to international conventions 
and scientific organizations; 

"(RJ $500,000 for fiscal year 1986 and 
$500,000 for fiscal year 1987 for the United 
Nations Centre on Human Settlements 
(Habitat); and 

"(SJ $250,000 for fiscal year 1986 and 
$250,000 for fiscal year 1987 for the World 
Heritage Fund.". 
SEC. 103. PALESTINE LIBERATION ORGANIZATION. 

Chapter 3 of part I of the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961 is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new section: 
"SEC. 307. PALESTINE LIBERATION ORGANIZATION. 

"(a) PROHIBITION ON FUNDING.-Funds au
thorized to be appropriated by this chapter 
may not be made available for the United 
States proportionate share for programs for 
the Palestine Liberation Organization or for 
projects whose primary purpose is to pro
vide benefits to the Palestine Liberation Or
ganization or entities associated with it. 

"(b) ANNUAL REVIEW.-The Secretary of 
State-

"(1) shall review, at least annually, the 
budgets and accounts of all international 
organizations receiving payments of any 
such funds; and 

"(2) shall report to the appropriate com
mittees of the Congress the amounts of funds 
expended by each such organization for the 
purposes described in subsection (a) and the 
amount contributed by the United States to 
each such organization.". 
SEC. 101. SOUTH-WEST AFRICA PEOPLE'S ORGANIZA

TION. 
Chapter 3 of part I of the Foreign Assist

ance Act of 1961 is further amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
section: 

"SEC. 308. SOUTH-WEST AFRICA PEOPLE'S ORGANI
ZATION. 

"(a) LIMITATION ON FUNDING.- Funds au
thorized to be appropriated by this chapter 
may not be made available for the United 
States proportionate share for programs for 
the South-West Africa People's Organiza
tion, except that funds may be made avail· 
able for the United States proportionate 
share of programs for the South-West Africa 
People's Organization if the President certi
fies to the Congress that such funds would 
not be used to support the military or para
military activities of the South-West Africa 
People's Organization. 

"(b) ANNUAL REVIEW.-The Secretary of 
State-

"(1) shall review, at least annually, the 
budgets and accounts of all international 
organizations receiving payments of any 
such funds,· and 

"(2) shall report to the appropriate com
mittees of the Congress the amounts of funds 
expended by each such organization for the 
purposes described in subsection fa) and the 
amount contributed by the United States to 
each such organization.". 
SEC. 105. INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSISTANCE. 

The first sentence of section 492faJ of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 is amended 
to read as follows: "There are authorized to 
be appropriated to the President to carry 
out section 491, $25,000,000 for fiscal year 
1986 and $25,000,000 for fiscal year 1987. ". 
SEC. 106. ANTI-TERRORISM ASSISTANCE PROGRAM. 

(a) AUTHORIZATIONS.-Section 575 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 is amended 
to read as follows: 
"SEC. 575. AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

"(a) AUTHORIZATIONS.-There are author
ized to be appropriated to the President to 
carry out this chapter $5,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1986 and $5,000,000 for fiscal year 1987. 

"(b) EXTENDED OBLIGATIONAL A VAILABIL· 
ITY.-Amounts appropriated under this sec
tion are authorized to remain available 
until expended.". 

(b) ITEMS ON THE MUNITIONS LIST.-Section 
573(d}(4J of such Act is amended to read as 
follows: 

"f4}(AJ Except as provided in subpara
graph fBJ, articles on the United States Mu
nitions List established pursuant to the 
Arms Export Control Act may not be made 
available under this chapter. 

"fBJ For fiscal years 1986 and 1987, arti
cles on the United States Munitions List 
may be made available under this chapter 
if-

"(i) they are small arms in category I (re
lating to firearms), ammunition in category 
Ill (relating to ammunition) for small arms 
in category I, or articles in category X (re
lating to protective personnel equipment), 
and they are directly related to anti-terror
ism training being provided under this 
chapter,· 

"(ii) the recipient country is not prohibit
ed by law from receiving assistance under 
one or more of the following provisions: 
chapter 2 of this part, chapter 5 of this part, 
or the Arms Export Control Act; and 

"(iii) at least 15 days before the articles 
are made available to the foreign country, 
the President notifies the Committee on For
eign Affairs of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Foreign Relations of 
the Senate of the proposed transfer, in ac
cordance with the procedures applicable to 
reprogramming notifications pursuant to 
section 634A of this Act. 

"fCJ The value fin terms of original acqui
sition costJ of all equipment and commod-
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ities provided under subsection fa) of this 
section, including articles described in sub
paragraph fBHiJ of this paragraph, may not 
exceed $325,000 in fiscal year 1986 or 
$325,000 in fiscal year 1987. ". 

fcJ Section 573 of such Act is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection: 

"ffJ Funds made available to carry out 
this chapter may not be used for personnel 
compensation and benefits.". 

(d) EXPIRATION OF AUTHORITY.-Section 577 
of such Act is repealed. 
SEC. 407. COORDINATION OF ALL U.S. ANTI-TERROR

ISM ASSISTANCE TO FOREIGN COUN
TRIES. 

(a) COORDINATION.-The Secretary of State 
shall be responsible for coordinating all 
anti-terrorism assistance to foreign coun
tries provided by the United States Govern
ment. 

fbJ REPORTS.-Not later than February 1 
each year, the Secretary of State, in consul
tation with appropriate United States Gov
ernment agencies, shall report to the appro
priate committees of the Congress on the 
anti-terrorism assistance provided by the 
United States Government during the pre
ceding fiscal year. Such reports may be pro
vided on a classified basis to the extent nec
essary, and shall specify the amount and 
nature of the assistance provided. 
SEC. 408. TRADE AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM. 

The first sentence of section 661 (b) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 is amended 
to read as follows: "There are authorized to 
be appropriated to the President for pur
poses of this section, in addition to funds 
otherwise available for such purposes, 
$21,000,000 for fiscal year 1986 and 
$21,000,000 for fiscal year 1987. ". 
SEC. 409. OPERATING EXPENSES. 

Section 667fa)(1J of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 is amended to read as follows: 

"(1J $391,533,200 for fiscal year 1986 and 
$391,533,200 for fiscal year 1987 for neces
sary operating expenses of the agency pri
marily responsible for administering part I 
of this Act; and". 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, section 
407 of H.R. 1555 provides that the Sec
retary of State shall coordinate all 
U.S. Government antiterrorism assist
ance to foreign countries. It also re
quires the Secretary to report annual
ly to appropriate committees of the 
Congress on such assistance. 

Section 407 states that the Secretary 
will be responsible for "coordinating" 
all U.S. antiterrorism assistance to for
eign countries. This makes clear that
while the Secretary will be both fully 
informed of all such U.S. assistance 
and responsible for ensuring that no 
duplication, gaps or unwarranted com
petition occurs in providing such as
sistance-the Secretary's role under 
section 407 does not impair or affect 
the existing authorities and responsi
bilities of the Director of Central In
telligence under the National Security 
Act of 1947 or Executive Order 12333. 

I note also, Mr. Chairman, that the 
reports required by section 407 do not 
affect existing arrangements for the 
protection of detailed information on 
antiterrorism intelligence activities. 
Thus, the Foreign Affairs Committee 
report on H.R. 1555 states with respect 
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to the reports required by section 407 TITLE IV-OTHER FOREIGN ASSIST
that: ANCE PROGRAMS AND INTERNA

It is the intent of the Committee that the 
required annual reports be referred to the 
appropriate committees consistent with ex
isting law regarding the reporting of intelli
gence activities. 

This makes clear that reports on an
titerrorism intelligence activities will 
be referred to the Congressional Intel
ligence Committees. 

Mr. Chairman, given that section 
407 preserves existing authorities con
cerning antiterrorism intelligence ac
tivities and ensures protection of in
formation furnished to the Congress 
relating to such activities, I believe 
that enactment of section 407 will be a 
positive contribution toward combat
ting international terrorism. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, may I inquire how 
much time is left under the rule? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
state to the gentleman that under the 
rule, there are 4 hours and 23 minutes 
remaining under the limitation. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, we 
are now at title IV and I just simply 
wanted to alert Members as to what 
we are going to do. 

Mr. Chairman, we have two amend
ments which we will take up immedi
ately which are noncontroversial and 
have strong broad bipartisan support. 
Then, unfortunately from our stand
point, we will have to rise because of a 
privileged motion that will have to be 
debated. Mr. Chairman, does the 
Chair have any idea about how long 
the privileged motion will take? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
state to the gentleman that the Chair 
cannot respond to an inquiry related 
to proceedings in the House. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, may I 
inquire, does anybody on the floor 
have any idea? 

Mr. Chairman, I guess then it may 
take as much as 1 hour. Then we 
would come back, resume our sitting 
as the Committee of the Whole and 
finish title IV and continue therefrom. 

We do have some other amendments 
which might take some debate, al
though I must say we have been work
ing very diligently. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank 
Members on both sides of the aisle 
who have worked very hard in dealing 
with the many amendments that we 
have, trying to reach agreement so 
that we may conserve time. 

Mr. Chairman, it would be my hope, 
therefore, that we can conclude the re
maining time of 4 hours and 23 min
utes when we resume our sitting as a 
Committee of the Whole. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MINETA 
Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MINETA: Page 

47, strike out lines 19 and 20 and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

TIONAL AIRPORT SECURITY 
Subtitle 1-0ther Foreign Assistance 

Programs 
Page 56, after line 7, add the following 

new subtitle: 
Subtitle 2-International Airport Security 

SEC. 451. SECURITY STANDARDS FOR FOREIGN AIR 
TRANSPORTATION. 

(a) SECURITY AT FOREIGN AIRPORTS.-Sec
tion 1115 of the Federal Aviation Act of 
1958 <49 U.S.C. App. 1515) is amended to 
read as follows: 

"SECURITY STANDARDS IN FOREIGN AIR 
TRANSPORTATION 

"ASSESSMENT OF SECURITY MEASURES 
"SEc. 1115. <a><l> The Secretary of Trans

portation shall conduct at such intervals as 
the Secretary shall deem necessary an as
sessment of the effectiveness of the security 
measures maintained at those foreign air
ports being served by air carriers, those for
eign airports from which foreign air carriers 
serve the United States, those foreign air
ports which are not under the de facto con
trol of the government and pose a high risk 
of introducing danger to international air 
travel, and at such other foreign airports as 
the Secretary may deem appropriate. 

"(2) Each such assessment shall be made 
by the Secretary of Transportation in con
sultation with the appropriate aeronautic 
authorities of the foreign government con
cerned and each air carrier serving the for
eign airport at which the Secretary is con
ducting such assessment. 

"(3) The assessment shall determine the 
extent to which an airport effectively main
tains and administers security measures. In 
making an assessment of any airport under 
this subsection, the Secretary shall use a 
standard which will result in an analysis of 
the security measures at such airport based 
upon, at a minimum, the standards and rec
ommendations contained in Annex 1'1 to the 
Convention on International Civil Aviation, 
as such standards and recommendations are 
in effect on the date of such assessment. 
"CONSULTATION WITH THE SECRETARY OF STATE 

"(b) In carrying out subsection <a>. the 
Secretary of Transportation shall consult 
the Secretary of State with respect to the 
terrorist threat which exists in each coun
try. The Secretary of Transportation shall 
also consult with the Secretary of State in 
order to determine which foreign airports 
are not under the de facto control of the 
government of the country in which they 
are located and pose a high risk of introduc
ing danger to international air travel. 

"REPORT OF ASSESSMENTS 
"(c) Each report to the Congress required 

by section 315 of this Act shall contain
"(!) a summary of the assessments con

ducted pursuant to subsection <a> of this 
section: and 

"(2) a description of the extent to which 
identified security deficiencies have been 
eliminated. 

"NOTIFICATION TO FOREIGN COUNTRY OF 
DETERMINATION 

"(d) Whenever, after an assessment in ac
cordance with subsection <a> of this section, 
the Secretary of Transportation determines 
that an airport does not maintain and ad
minister effective security measures, the 
Secretary shall notify the appropriate au
thorities of such foreign government of 
such determination, and recommend the 
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steps necessary to bring the security meas
ures in use at that airport up to the stand
ard used by the Secretary in making such 
assessment. 

"SANCTIONS 
"(e)(l) Paragraph <2> of this subsection 

shall become effective 120 days after the no
tification required in subsection (d) of this 
section of the determination by the Secre
tary of Transportation, if the Secretary of 
Transportation finds that the foreign gov
ernment has failed to bring the security 
measures at the identified airport up to the 
standard used by the Secretary in making 
an assessment of such airport under subsec
tion <a> of this section, except that para
graph <2> shall become effective immediate
ly upon the Secretary's determination if-

"<A> the Secretary of State determines 
that the country in which such airport is lo
c~ted is a high terrorist threat country, and 

'<B> the Secretary of Transportation de
termines that a condition exists that threat
ens the safety or security of passengers, air
craft, or crew traveling to or from such air
port. 

"(2) Subject to paragraph (1), if the Secre
tary of Transportation determines pursuant 
to this section that an airport does not 
maintain and administer effective security 
measures-

"<A> the Secretary of Transportation shall 
publish in the Federal Register, and shall 
cause to be posted and prominently dis
played at all United States airports regular
ly being served by scheduled air carrier op
erations, the identification of such airport; 

"(B) each air carrier and foreign air carri
er providing service between the United 
States and such airport shall provide notice 
of such determination by the Secretary to 
any passenger purchasing a ticket for trans
portation between the United States and 
such airport, with such notice to be made by 
written material included on or with such 
ticket; 

"<C> the Secretary of Transportation 
after consultation with the appropriat~ 
aeronautical authorities of the foreign gov
ernment concerned and each air carrier 
serving such airport, may, notwithstanding 
section 1102 of this Act and with the ap
proval of the Secretary of State, withhold, 
revoke, or impose conditions on the operat
i~g aut~ority of any air carrier or foreign 
air earner to engage in foreign air transpor
tation utilizing such airport; and 

"<D> the President may prohibit air carri
ers and foreign air carriers from providing 
service between the United States and any 
other foreign airport which is directly or in
directly served by aircraft flying to or from 
the airport with respect to which the deter
mination is made under this section. 

"(3) The Secretary of Transportation 
shall promptly report to the Congress any 
action taken under this subsection, setting 
forth information concerning the attempts 
made to secure the cooperation of the for
eign government in meeting the standard 
used by the Secretary in making the assess
ment of such airport under subsection <a> of 
this section. 

"AUTHORITY FOR IMli/IEDIATE SUSPENSION OF 
AIR SERVICE 

"(f) Notwithstanding sections 1102 and 
1114 of this Act, whenever the Secretary of 
Transportation determines that-

"<1> a condition exists that threatens the 
safety or security of passengers, aircraft, or 
crew traveling to or from a foreign airport, 
and 

"(2) the public interest requires an imme
diate suspension of services between the 
United States and the identified airport, 
the Secretary of Transportation shall with
out notice or hearing and with the approval 
of the Secretary of State, suspend the right 
of any air carrier or foreign air carrier to 
engage in foreign air transportation to or 
from that foreign airport and the right of 
any person to operate aircraft in foreign air 
commerce to or from that foreign airport. 

"CONDITIONS OF AUTHORITY 
"(g) The provisions of this section shall be 

deemed to be a condition to any authority 
granted under title IV or title VI of this Act 
~o any air carrier or any foreign air carrier, 
Issued under authority vested in the Secre
tary of Transportation.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
( 1) INFORMATION IN SEMIANNUAL REPORTS -

Section 315<a> of the Federal Aviation Act 
of 1958 < 49 U.S.C. App. 1356<a» is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new sentence: "Each semiannual report sub
mitted by the Administrator pursuant to 
the preceding sentence shall include the in
formation described in section 1115<c> of 
this Act.". 

(2) CIVIL PENALTIES.-Section 901(a)(l) of 
the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 <49 U.S.C. 
App. 1471(a)(l)) is amended by inserting "or 
1115<e><2><B>" after "1114". 

(3) TABLE OF CONTENTS.-That portion of 
the table of contents contained in the first 
section of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 
which appears under the center heading 

"TITLE XI-MISCELLANEOUS" 
is amended by striking out 
"Sec. 1115. Security standards in foreign air 

transportation.''. 
and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Sec. 1115. Security standards in foreign air 

transportation. 
"(a) Assessment of security measures. 
"(b) Consultation with the Secretary of 

State. 
"(c) Report of assessments. 
"(d) Notification to foreign country of 

determination. 
"<e> Sanctions. 
"(f) Authority for immediate suspension 

of air service. 
"(g) Conditions of authority.''. 

(C) CLOSING OF BEIRUT INTERNATIONAL AIR
PORT.-It is the sense of the Congress that 
the President is urged and encouraged to 
take all appropriate steps to carry forward 
his announced policy of seeking the effec
tive closing of the international airport in 
Beirut, Lebanon, at least until such time as 
the Government of Lebanon has instituted 
measures and procedures designed to pre
vent the use of that airport by aircraft hi
jackers and other terrorists in attacking ci
vilian airlines or their passengers, hijacking 
their aircraft, or taking or holding their pas
sengers hostage. 
SEC. 452. TRAVEL ADVISORY AND SUSPENSION OF 

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE. 
(a) TRAVEL ADVISORY.-When section 

1115<e><2> of the Federal Aviation Act of 
1958 becomes effective with respect to an 
airport because of a determination by the 
Secretary of Transportation that such air
port does not maintain and administer ef
fective security measures, the Secretary of 
State shall issue a travel advisory with re
spect to that airport. Any travel advisory 
issued under this subsection shall be pub
lished in the Federal Register. The Secre
tary of State shall take the necessary steps 
to widely publicize that travel advisory. 

(b) SUSPENSION OF FOREIGN ASSISTANCE.
The President shall suspend all assistance 
under the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 or 
the Arms Export Control Act to any coun
try in which is located an airport with re
spect to which section 1115<e><2> of the Fed
eral Aviation Act of 1958 becomes effective. 
The President may waive the requirements 
of this subsection if the President deter
mines and reports to the Congress that 
there is a national security or humanitarian 
emergency which requires such waiver. 

(C) LIFTING OF SANCTIONS.-The sanctions 
required to be imposed with respect to a 
country pursuant to this section and section 
1115<e><2> <A> and <B> of the Federal Avia
tion Act of 1958 may be lifted only if the 
Secretary of Transportation, in consultation 
with the Secretary of State, has determined 
that effective security measures are main
tained and administered at the airport in 
that country with respect to which the Sec
retary had made the determination de
scribed in section 1115 of the Federal Avia
tion Act of 1985. 
SEC. 453. NOTIFICATION TO CONGRESS OF LIFTING 

OF SANCTIONS. 

The Congress shall be notified if any sanc
tion imposed pursuant to section 452 of this 
Act or section 1115<e> of the Federal Avia
tion Act of 1958 is lifted. 
SEC. 454. SKY MARSHAL PROGRAMS. 

(a) UNITED STATES AIRMARSHALS.-
(1) STUDY OF NEED FOR EXPANSION OF PRO

GRAM.:-The Secretary of Transportation, in 
coordination with the Secretary of State 
shall study the need for an expanded air: 
marshal program on international flights of 
United States air carriers. The Secretary of 
Transportation shall report the results of 
this study to the Congress within 6 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 

(2) AUTHORITY TO CARRY FIREARMS AND 
MAKE ARRESTS.-The Secretary of Transpor
tation, with the approval of the Attorney 
General and the Secretary of State, may au
thorize persons, in connection with the per
formance of their air transportation securi
ty duties, to carry firearms and to make ar
rests without warrant for any offense 
against the United States committed in 
their presence, or for any felony cognizable 
under the laws of the United States, if they 
have reasonable grounds to believe that the 
person to be arrested has committed or is 
committing a felony. 

(b) INTERNATIONAL SKY MARSHAL PRo
GRAM.-The Secretary of State, in coopera
tion with the Secretary of Transportation 
shall study the feasibility of establishing a~ 
international sky marshal program. The 
Secretary of State shall report the results of 
this study to the Congress within 6 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 455. MEETING OF INTERNATIONAL CIVIL AVIA

TION ORGANIZATION; INTERNATIONAL 
MORATORIUM ON USE OF CERTAIN 
AIRPORTS. 

The Secretary of State and the Secretary 
of Transportation, jointly, shall-

<1> call for an immediate convening of a 
meeting of the International Civil Aviation 
Organization to-

<A> discuss the current status of interna
tional airport compliance with existing 
international security standards; and 

<B> upgrade the security standards for 
international airports; and 

<a> call on the member countries of the 
International Civil Aviation Organization to 
enforce that Organization's existing stand
ards and impose a moratorium on the use of 
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any international airport which is not in 
compliance with such standards. 
SEC. 456. MULTILATERAL AND BILATERAL AGREE· 

MENTS WITH RESPECT TO AIRCRAFT 
SABOTAGE, AIRCRAFT HIJACKING, 
AND AIRPORT SECURITY. 

The Secretary of State shall seek formal 
multilateral and bilateral agreement on 
strengthening enforcement measures and 
standards for compliance with respect to 
aircraft sabotage, aircraft hijacking, and air
port security. 
SEC. 457. ANTI-TERRORISM ASSISTANCE PROGRAM. 

In addition to amounts otherwise author
ized to be appropriated for such purpose, 
there are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out chapter 8 of part II of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 <relating to the anti
terrorism assistance program> $5,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1986 and $5,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1987. 
SEC. 458. RESEARCH ON AIRPORT SECURITY TECH

NIQUES FOR DETECTING EXPLOSIVES. 
In order to improve security at interna

tional aiports, there are authorized to be ap
propriated to the Secretary of Transporta
tion from the Airport and Airway Trust 
Fund <in addition to amounts otherwise 
available for such purpose> $5,000,000, with
out fiscal year limitation, to be used for re
search on and the development of airport 
security devices or techniques for detecting 
explosives. 
SEC. 459, INTERNATIONAL ANTI-TERRORISM COM

MITTEE. 
The Congress calls upon the President to 

seek the establishment of an international 
committee, to be known as the Internation
al Anti-Terrorism Committee, consisting of 
representatives of the member countries of 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 
Japan, and such other countries as may be 
invited and may choose to participate. The 
purpose of the Committee should be to 
focus the attention and secure the coopera
tion of the governments and the public of 
the participating countries, and of the gov
ernments and the public of other countries, 
on the problems and responses to interna
tional terrorism, by serving as a forum at 
both the political and law enforcement 
levels. 
SEC. 460. HIJACKING OF TWA FLIGHT 847 AND 

OTHER ACTS OF TERRORISM. 
The Congress joins with all Americans in 

celebrating the release of the hostages 
taken from Trans World Airlines flight 847. 
It is the sense of the Congress that-

< 1 > ffii Derickson, among others, displayed 
extraordinary valor and heroism during the 
hostages' ordeal and therefore should be 
commended; 

<2> the hijackers who murdered United 
States Navy Petty Officer Stethem should 
be immediately brought to justice; 

(3) all diplomatic means should continue 
to be employed to obtain the release of the 
7 United States citizens previously kid
napped and still held in Lebanon; 

<4> acts of international terrorism should 
be universally condemned; and 

(5) the Secretary of State should be sup
ported in his efforts to gain international 
cooperation to prevent future acts of terror
ism. 
SEC. 461. INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM CONTROL 

TREATY. 
It is the sense of the Congress that the 

President should establish a process by 
which democratic and open societies of the 
world, which are those most plagued by ter
rorism, negotiate a viable treaty to effective
ly prevent and repond to terrorist attacks. 
Such a treaty should incorporate an opera-

tive definition of terrorism, and should es
tablish effective close intelligence-sharing, 
joint counterterrorist training, and uniform 
laws on asylum, extradition, and swift pun
ishment for perpetrators of terrorism. Par
ties to such a treaty should include, but not 
be limited to, those democratic nations who 
are most victimized by terrorism. 
SEC. 462. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This subtitle shall take effect on the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

Mr. MINETA (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MINETA. I yield to the chair

man of the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs, the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
FASCELL]. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
the amendment. 

At the outset, I want to take this op
portunity to commend the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MINETA], the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Aviation and the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. HowARD], chairman of the 
Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation for their strong initia
tives on the vital issue of international 
airport security. I also want to recog
nize the outstanding contributions 
made by the ranking minority member 
of the House Committee on Foreign 
Affairs [Mr. BROOMFIELD]. Further, I 
would like to applaud the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. SNYDER], the 
ranking minority member on the Com
mittee on Public Works and Transpor
tation, and the gentleman from Ar
kansas [Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT], ranking 
minority member of the Aviation Sub
committee for their contributions to 
this compromise. The staff of the 
Committee on Public Works is also to 
be commended for their expertise in 
this area. Finally, I want to thank the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
GILMAN], the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Ms. FIEDLER], and the gentle
woman from New Jersey [Mrs. RoUKE
MAl for their contributions to this 
measure. 

This amendment combines the pro
visions of the administration's request, 
H.R. 2827 the Public Works Commit
tee bill <H.R. 2796) and the bill ap
proved by the House Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, H.R. 2822. 

The compromise amendment ad
dresses one of the most glaring gaps in 
our Government's capability to deal 
with the growing international terror
ist threat-international airport secu
rity. The recent tragic events involving 
TWA flight 847, the Air India flight 
182 crash, and the Tokyo, Frankfurt, 

and Rome airport bombings, as well as 
the attacks on airline offices in Madrid 
underscore the need for the United 
States to take unilateral, bilateral, and 
multilateral steps to upgrade security 
at foreign international airports and 
to insist on stringent enforcement 
measures. While the amendment does 
address the immediate issue of terror
ism at international airports, it also 
addressed the broader problem of 
international terrorism. 

This amendment seeks to energize 
the bureaucracy and to set firm trig
ger mechanisms where now there is 
only discretionary authority spread 
amongst various Government agen
cies. The compromise defines the role 
of the Secretary of State and the Sec
retary of Transportation which results 
in the interest of the traveling Ameri
can public being placed first and fore
most. 

Specifically, the amendment re
quires the administration to: 

First, determine which international 
airports do not meet established mini
mum international security standards; 

Second, determine which interna
tional airports are not under the de 
facto control of a government; 

Third, publish the names of such 
airports in the Federal Register; 

Fourth, immediately issue travel 
advisories at those airports which are 
deemed to be particularly dangerous 
to the safety of American citizens; 

Fifth, establish a procedure to boy
cott security risk airports if minimum 
security standards are not met after 
120 days; and 

Sixth, suspend foreign assistance to 
those countries whose airports do not 
meet minimum security standards. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to emphasize 
that the amendment generically im
plements what the President of the 
United States has been calling for, 
that is, a boycott of the Beirut Airport 
until the Government of Lebanon can 
regain control of that facility. 

We can all agree that terrorism is an 
international threat and the only way 
to combat that threat is through bilat
eral and multilateral approach to the 
problem of international airport ter
rorism by directing State and DOT to 
immediately call on ICAO to convene 
a meeting to upgrade those standards 
to the U.S. level which is the toughest 
in the world, to discuss current compli
ance, and to persuade member-coun
tries to enforce ICAO's existing stand
ards and impose a users moratorium 
on security risk airports. 

I am pleased to note that the admin
istration has already begun to address 
some of these proposals at the Inter
national Civil Aviation at Montreal. 

The amendment implements the rec
ommendation of the recently complet
ed Inman report on overseas diplomat
ic security by calling for the establish
ment of an international coordinating 
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committee on terrorism. Such a com
mittee would focus the attention of 
the public and the participating coun
tries on the problems and responses to· 
international terrorism. 

The amendment requires the Secre
tary of State to seek formal multilat
eral and bilateral agreement on 
strengthening enforcement measures 
and standards for compliance with re
spect to aircraft sabotage, hijacking, 
and airport security. 

Finally, the amendment authorizes 
$5 million for each of the fiscal years 
1986 and 1987 for the successful anti
terrorism training assistance program 
of which a major component deals 
with improving international airport 
'security. The amendment also author
izes the use of funds for research on 
airport security techniques for detect
ing explosives. 

In sum, this amendment prods the 
bureaucracy into dealing with the 
problem of lax international airport 
security before a disaster occurs; it 
provides an incentive for other coun
tries to improve airport security; and 
it provides momentum for multilateral 
action. 

Mr; Chairman, the New York Times 
lead editorial in today's edition stated: 

Hijacking and harboring hijackers are 
outlawed by international air conventions. 
Nations that shelter hijackers disqualify 
themselves for air traffic. Governments that 
let their planes fly to such nations subvert 
agreements they solemnly signed, and put 
all travelers at risk. As the President recent
ly proved with Greece, one word from the 
White House that a nation's airport or 
policy jeopardizes travelers and it will quick
ly feel the economic sting. 

An America that really wants hijacking 
resisted and hijackers punished has a rare 
chance to separate air travel from all other 
political calculations. 

This amendment does just that. I 
urge its adoption. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to offer this amendment to im
prove the safety and security of inter
national air transportation. The 
amendment has been developed by a 
cooperative effort between the Com
mittee on Public Works and Transpor
tation and the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs and it incorporates the best 
features of two bills on aviation terror
ism: H.R. 2796, which passed the 
House unanimously on June 19, and 
H.R. 2822, which has been reported by 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
The amendment will give our Govern
ment many new tools to protect our 
citizens who are traveling by air. 

The tragic hijackings and bombings 
of the last few weeks have brought to 
the attention of the public what has 
been known to our Government for 
years: That there are international 
airports where security is inadequate. 
Legislation by the United States 
cannot force a foreign government to 
improve security at its airports. But 
legislation can ensure that the U.S. 

Government will do everything possi
ble to encourage foreign governments 
to remedy security deficiencies. Legis
lation can also ensure that if security 
remains deficient at a. foreign airport 
our citizens will be warned of the dan
gers. 

The situation at Athens Airport has 
demonstrated our Government's un
willingness to make adequate use of its 
authority under existing law. Al
though we have known for years that 
there were deficiencies in security at 
Athens, it took the TWA tragedy to 
force our Government to call the situ
ation to the public's attention by issu
ing a travel advisory. It is clear that 
the travel advisory has been an impor
tant factor in spurring the Greek Gov
ernment to make improvements in se
curity. 

The amendment now before us will 
encourage our Government to take 
similar action if there are security 
problems at other foreign airports. 
The amendment requires the Secre
tary of Transportation to conduct 
periodic assessments of the effective
ness of security measures at foreign 
airports receiving international air 
service from the United States. If se
curity deficiencies are found, and the 
foreign government fails to remedy 
the situation within 120 days, our Gov
ernment will be required to give vari
ous forms of notice to the traveling 
public, including issuance of a travel 
advisory, notice in the Federal Regis
ter, signs at U.S. airports, and specific 
notice given with tickets sold for 
travel between the United States and 
the foreign airport with security prob
lems. 

The amendment also enhances our 
Government's authority to impose 
sanctions when a foreign government 
refuses to remedy security deficiencies 
at an airport. The sanctions which 
may be imposed include suspension of 
air service between the United States 
and the problem airport; suspension of 
air service between the United States 
and third countries which continue to 
allow service into the problem airport, 
and a mandatory suspension of foreign 
aid, subject to waiver on grounds of 
national security or humanitarian as
sistance. 

Mr. Chairman, these sanctions will 
give the United States a strong arsenal 
of mandatory and discretionary sanc
tions to use against foreign airports at 
which there are deficiencies in securi
ty. The economic pressures which 
these sanctions will create will provide 
incentives to foreign governments to 
improve their security programs. And 
even if security remains deficient, the 
amendment will ensure that passen
gers will be able to make an informed 
choice as to whether they wish to 
travel to the airport. 

Mr. Chairman, in addition to sanc
tions the amendment includes other 
provisions to improve the safety and 

security of international air travel. 
The amendment directs our Govern
ment to work through the Interna
tional Civil Aviation Organization and 
other international negotiations to 
strengthen security standards and to 
improve enforcement of these stand
ards. The amendment also authorizes 
funding for the antiterrorism assist
ance program, and for research and 
development on airport security de
vices and techniques for detecting ex
plosives. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment I am 
offering can make a major contribu
tion to improving the safety and secu
rity of international air travel. I again 
wish to commend Chairman FASCELL, 
ranking minority member Mr. BROOM
FIELD, and the other members of the 
Foreign Affairs Committee for their 
cooperation in developing this amend
ment. I urge my colleagues to join 
with me in passing it. 

0 1430 
Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. 

Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MINETA. I yield to the gentle

man from Arkansas. 
Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. 

Chairman, 3 weeks ago, this body 
passed H.R. 2796, the Foreign Air 
Travel Security Act of 1985, a bill 
sponsored by the Public Works Com
mittee. This bill directs the Secretary 
to assess security at foreign airports to 
determine whether security measures 
are effectively maintained there. If se
curity at a foreign airport was found 
to be deficient, and improvements 
were not forthcoming, the Security 
would be required to notify the public 
of the security problem there. The 
Secretary would also be authorized to 
suspend air service between the United 
States and the security-deficient for
eign airport. 

This legislation was prompted by the 
recent wave of terrorist acts directed 
against airports and aircraft. It is 
needed to better protect Americans 
traveling abroad. 

Since this body acted, the Foreign 
Affairs Committee has marked up a 
similar bill also intended to stop air
port and aircraft terrorism and to 
better protect Americans traveling 
overseas. 

Mr. Chairman, there were differ
ences between the bill sponsored by 
our committee and the one reported 
by Foreign Affairs. Our bill placed 
most of the responsibility on the Sec
retary of Transportation while theirs 
placed it on the Secretary of State. 
There were differences in the stand
ards that were to be used in assessing 
foreign airport security. In addition, 
the Foreign Affairs bill had provisions 
concerning travel advisories, multilat
eral and bilateral agreements, sky 
marshals, and research and develop-
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ment that were absent from the public 
works' version. 

Nevertheless, in a spirit of coopera
tion and conciliation, our two commit
tees have sat down together and 
worked out our differences. The bill, 
which we bring before you today in 
the form of an amendment to H.R. 
1555 is, I believe, a much improved 
version. It contains important features 
from both bills as well as provisions 
from a bill submitted by the adminis
tration. This revised version requires 
the Secretary of Transportation, in 
consultation with the Secretary of 
State, to assess security at foreign air
ports. If s.n airport is found to be defi
cient, the foreign government will 
have time to correct the problem. If it 
is in an area with a high terrorist 
threat, however, an immediate travel 
advisory will be issued. In addition, 
other sanctions, including termination 
of air service may be imposed. The re
vised version also contains provisions 
on public notice, sky marshals, suspen
sion of foreign aid, bilateral and multi
lateral agreements, and research and 
development that were in earlier ver
sions. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe this revised 
version is a great improvement over 
earlier ones. I commend my colleagues 
on the Public Works Committee and 
on Foreign affairs for working out this 
compromise. I urge all my colleagues 
to support this amendment. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MINETA. I am pleased to yield 
to the ranking Republican on the full 
Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation, the very distinguished 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
SNYDER]. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the gentleman's amend
ment and urge my colleagues to do the 
same. 

This amendment represents the 
combined efforts of the Public Works 
and Foreign Affairs Committees to de
velop legislation to effectively address 
the problem of international terrorism 
committed against commercial air 
transportation. As such, it contains 
provisions which were embodied in 
H.R. 2796 and adopted by this body on 
June 19, as well as provisions recently 
reported by the Foreign Affairs Com
mittee in H.R. 2822. 

The amendment requires an assess
ment of foreign airports to determine 
whether a particular facility meets 
internationally approved security 
standards. This assessment will be 
made primarily by the Secretary of 
Transportation in consultation with 
the Secretary of State as to the nature 
of the terrorist threat which may exist 
in that country. Any airport which is 
determined to be deficient in its secu
rity will be so notified and will have 
120 days in which to correct the defi
ciencies. If remedial steps are not 

taken within that time, a mandatory 
travel advisory will be issued by the 
State Department and additional steps 
will be taken by DOT to advise passen
gers that_ the airport does not meet 
internationally approved security 
standards. The bill also requires the 
immediate issuance of a travel adviso
ry in those very special cases where an 
airport does not meet approved stand
ards, a substantial terrorist threat 
exists in the nation where the airport 
is located, and the safety of passen
gers, crew or aircraft is in danger. If 
this latter provision had been in effect 
eariler, it would have required the 
State Department to issue an immedi
ate travel advisory about the Athens 
Airport since earlier FAA risk assess
ment recognized the nature of the ter
rorist threat in Greece as well as the 
deficiencies in security procedures at 
the Athens Airport. 

In addition, the amendment expands 
the authority of DOT to suspend or 
revoke the operating rights of United 
States and foreign carriers to serve the 
problem airport and also broadens the 
authority of the administration to 
take similar action against the air car
riers of other nations which continue 
to serve it. It also requires the immedi
ate termination of various forms of 
foreign aid to any country which does 
not bring its airport up to standards. 
All of these sanctions may be imposed 
120 days after the foreign government 
has been notified of any security defi
ciencies-although immediate action
without notice and hearing-can be 
taken to suspend the operating rights 
of any air carrier or foreign air carrier 
to serve the United States upon a de
termination by DOT that a condition 
exists which threatens the safety of 
passengers and crew. 

The amendment also requires a 
study of an expanded Domestic Sky 
Marshal Program as well as an inquiry 
into the establishment of a similar 
program internationally. It gives DOT 
the authority, with the approval of 
the Attorney General to authorize sky 
marshals to carry weapons and make 
arrests. The amendment further pro
vides an authorization of $5 million to 
accelerate the FAA's research and de
velopment of more sophisticated de
vices for the detection of explosives 
and $5 million in fiscal year 1986 and 
1987 for an Antiterrorism Assistance 
Program. The amendment also con
tains provisions which require the De
partment to continue seeking the co
operation of foreign governments on 
international terrorism through bilat
eral agreements and through various 
international forums. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe the gentle
man's amendment contains some con
structive measures to address the con
tinuing problem of international ter
rorism. It recognizes the legitimate in
terests of both the State Department 
and the Transportation Department 

and the degree of expertise within 
these. agencies relative to terrorism 
and airport security. 

Further, the amendment serves 
notice to terrorists that the United 
States will not sit idly by while Ameri
cans and law-abiding citizens every
where are being attacked by these 
international hooligans. 

For the foregoing reasons, I urge my 
colleagues to support the gentleman's 
amendment. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield to my colleague from 
California [Mr. LAGOMARSINO], a 
member of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I commend 
the gentleman for his statement and 
for the work that he has done in put
ting together this amendment. I think 
it will, as the gentleman has ex
plained, do a great deal in deterring 
hijacking and terrorism, and I urge my 
colleagues to vote for it. 

<On request of Ms. FIEDLER, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. MINETA was 
allowed to proceed for 5 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. MINETA. I am pleased to yield 
to my very distinguished colleague 
from California, Ms. FIEDLER. 

Ms. FIEDLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to thank the chairman of 
the Foreign Affairs Coriunittee for in
corporating my language into this 
amendment. 

The recent spate of bloody terrorist 
incidents has galvanized the American 
people and our Government to take 
some definitive action to combat the 
new barbarism of our time, interna
tional terrorism. 

In June of this year, we had the 
TWA hijacking in Beirut with one U.S. 
serviceman, Robert Stethem, killed 
and 40 Americans held hostage, the 
bombing of the Air India jet with 329 
killed, the murder of four U.S. marines 
in El Salvador, and two separate 
bombings at the Frankfurt airport in 
Germany and the Tokyo airport in 
Japan. 

In the last 5 years-300 Americans 
have been killed by terrorists. 

In the last 10 years-over 30 percent 
of all terrorist incidents were directed 
at Americans or American property. 

The realization has finally taken 
hold that the vast majority of terrorist 
incidents are directed at the industri
alized democracies. The fact is that 
the open and democratic societies of 
the world are being victimized by a 
new type of low intensity warfare, 
called terrorism. It is time that we 
stop reacting to terrorism in an ad hoc 
fashion and fashion new policies to 
deal with this new phenomenon. 

My language in the Mineta amend
ment calls upon the President to es
tablish a process by which, the demo
cratic and open societies of the world 
can negotiate a viable, and effective 
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treaty to prevent and respond to inter
national terrorism. 

This treaty will incorporate, an oper
ative definition of terrorism, establish 
effective close intelligence-sharing, 
joint counterterrorist training, and 
uniform laws on asylum, extradition, 
and swift punishment for perpetrators 
of terrorism. 

My language is based upon two key 
points, the first is that multilateral ac
tions involving the civilized nations of 
the world will be more effective than 
unilateral state action, in combating 
terrorism. Just as the civilized nations 
of the world banded together to effec
tively eradicate piracy and slavery, so 
can we also band together to combat 
the new barbarism called international 
terrorism. The second point is that a 
multilateral agreement is only as good 
as the compliance sanctions in that 
agreement. If a country can sign a con
vention or agreement and then ignore 
the provisions of that agreement be
cause there is no language in the 
agreement punishing noncompliance, 
then the agreement is worthless. 

Currently, you have the ridiculous 
situation where Iran, Libya, and North 
Korea <countries that have been iden
tified by the State Department as 
states that actively support terrorists) 
are all signators of the 1963 Tokyo 
Convention on aircraft hijacking, the 
1970 Hague Convention on aircraft hi
jacking, and the 1971 Montreal Con-

. vention of aircraft sabotage. 
My language would help to rectify 

these problems by urging that those 
countries that are the victims of ter
rorism band together in a treaty. This 
treaty should have tough language 
punishing noncompliance by any sig
nator. If any nation is found to be 
sponsoring or supporting terrorism, 
then the industrialized democracies 
must be unified in their response, and 
this response should include strict eco
nomic, political, and diplomatic sanc
tions. Faced with the prospect of dam
aging sanctions from the democratic 
societies, many outlaw states, such as 
Iran and Libya, may think twice about 
actively supporting terrorists. 

As part of the unity of the democra
cies in fighting terrorism, the signa
tors of such a treaty should share in
telligence, and engage in joint counter
terrorist training exercises, to take ad
vantage of all of the intelligence and 
training expertise that is available an
other critical component of the treaty 
would be uniform laws on asylum, ex
tradition, and punishment of terror
ists. 

Terrorists must realize that they will 
face strict and uniform penalties in 
any of the signator countries, and that 
they will not be able to take advantage 
of differences in laws and sentences. 

To close, the open and democratic 
societies of the world must be united 
and uniform in their preventative and 
punitive measures against terrorism. 

Without unity, we will be condemned 
to relive again and again the tragic toll 
of terrorism. 

Mr. Chairman, I again express my 
deep appreciation for Members on 
both of the committees and the lead
ership of both committees, for includ
ing this important language so that we 
can take comprehensive actions 
toward trying to deal in a comprehen
sive way with the problems of terror
ism throughout the world. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment I am offering can make a 
major contribution to improving the 
safety and security of international air 
travel, and I urge my colleagues to 
join with me in passing it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I offer my support 
for this important piece of antiterror
ism legislation. The amendment 
before us provides real teeth to our 
Government's efforts to face up to ter
rorism. It is the right amendment at 
the right time. It clearly deserves our 
support. 

Before us today is the opportunity 
to protect our fellow citizens and all 
travelers from the ugly specter of ter
rorism. This amendment, the Interna
tional Airport Security Cooperation 
Act, is a crucial element in our Gov
ernment's fight against terrorism. It 
directs the Secretary of State to take 
certain measures to improve security 
at foreign international airports. He 
would be required to list deficient air
ports, warn travelers and take sanc
tions against those countries whose 
airports fail to meet U.S. airport secu
rity standards. 

The amendment retains Presidential 
flexibility in applying these tough new 
sanctions. The President may also pro
hibit U.S. carriers from landing in 
countries served by airlines which fly 
to international airports which are not 
under the control of their govern
ments. The tragic hijacking of the 
TWA aircraft is a case in point. It is 
clear to all of us that Beirut airport is 
no longer controlled by the Lebanese 
Government. 

My language, which is included in 
the Mineta amendment, encourages 
the President to take all appropriate 
steps to carry forward his announced 
policy of seeking the effective closing 
of the international airport in Beirut, 
Lebanon. 

Already, the President has taken 
steps in the direction of shutting down 
the international airport in Beirut as 
long as that airport remains uncon
trolled and open to hijackers and 
other terrorists who prey upon the in
nocent international air traveler. 

Thanks to the President's swift 
action, Lebanese air carriers are pro
hibited from landing at U.S. airports 
and American carriers cannot land at 

Beirut International. The administra
tion has been working closely with our 
allies around the world in seeking 
greater international cooperation in 
the effort to combat terrorism. Im
proving international airport security 
is a good point of departure in that 
effort. Much more, however, remains 
to be done in this important interna
tional effort. 

I urge support of this amendment, 
which is an important step in resolving 
the issue of airport security. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to commend the distinguished 
chairman of the Foreign Affairs Com
mittee and the ranking Republican 
Mr. BROOMFIELD for their fine work on 
this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is a 
very simple one and one I believe my 
colleagues will be able to support 
wholeheartedly. 

Last week, as we paused to note In
dependence Day 1985, we celebrated 
freedom on two district levels. On the 
first level, we properly remembered 
the establishment of the United States 
as a sovereign nation 209 years ago. 
On the second level, we joined in cele
bration of the freedom of 39 of our 
fellow Americans, released from 17 
days of captivity at the hands of radi
cal terrorists in Lebanon. 

During those 17 days of terror, all of 
the hostages, from the first-released to 
the last-released, displayed an unwav
ering strength of spirit. They deserve 
to be commended by this Congress and 
my amendment seeks to do that. How
ever, I would like to draw the atten
tion of my colleagues to the exempla
ry performance of the senior flight at
tendant aboard TWA flight 847. 

Mrs. IDi Derickson has been singled 
out by her fellow hostages as the one 
person aboard the hijacked jet who 
prevented a dangerous situation from 
escalating further in those tense, early 
hours of the incident. They have pub
licly noted her calm mediation be
tween the nervous terrorists and the 
terrified passengers. Mrs. Derickson 
used her fluent German to act as an 
intermediary between the hijackers 
and the cockpit crew. She used her 
English to keep the passengers in
formed and calm. According to Capt. 
John Testrake and Navy Petty Officer 
Clinton Suggs, among others, lives 
were saved because of her courageous 
performance. 

mt Derickson and all the hostages 
have been a shining inspiration for our 
Nation and deserve the recognition of 
this Congress. 

We also recognize that an American 
serviceman was brutally beaten and 
then murdered by the cowardly terror
ists. This amendment asks that those 
criminals responsible for the senseless 
slaying of Petty Officer Robbie 
Stethem be brought to justice quickly. 
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We also recognize that seven Ameri

can kidnap victims are still being held 
hostage in Lebanon. Here, we call for 
continued intense diplomatic efforts to 
obtain their release. 

Further, this amendment contains a 
universal condemnation of all acts of 
terrorism and puts this Congress 
firmly on record in support of Secre
tary Shultz's efforts to gain interna
tional cooperation to prevent future 
acts of terrorism. 

The United States and, indeed, the 
entire free world are under siege by 
those who terrorize innocent people, 
cruelly use them as their political 
pawns and wantonly maim or murder 
them on a whim. All citizens of the 
world must be allowed to live free of 
the fear and the scourge of terrorism. 
I ask my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 
e Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
support the amendment and join the 
gentleman from California in com
mending the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs for working with the Commit
tee on Public Works and Transporta
tion to develop this important legisla
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, because of the free
dom to travel that our citizens enjoy, 
our Government's responsibilities for 
their protection do not stop at our bor
ders. We need to do everything possi
ble to ensure that security at foreign 
airports is adequate and meets inter
national standards. The amendment 
now before us will give our Govern
ment many new tools to encourage 
foreign airports to improve security. 
In appropriate cases, we will be able to 
prohibit air service between the 
United States and countries which 
refuse to remedy security deficiences 
and to encourage other countries to do 
the same. The amendment further re
quires that when there are unreme
died security problems at foreign air
ports, passengers will be given notice 
of the problems so that they can make 
an informed decision as to whether 
they wish to travel. 

Mr. Chairman, this legislation will 
make an important contribution 
toward improving the security of 
international air travel. I urge my col
leagues to join me in support of this 
measure.e 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from California [Mr. M:NETA]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MilLER OF 

WASHINGTON 
Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr. 

Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MILLER of 

Washington: Page 55, after line 17, insert 
the following new sections 408 and 409 and 
redesignate existing sections 408 and 409 as 
sections 410 and 411, respectively: 

SEC. 408. COUNTRIES SUPPORTING INTERNATIONAL 
TERRORISM. 

(a) PROHIBITION.-Section 620A of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 is amended 
to read as follows: 
"SEC. 620A. PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO COUN· 

TRIES SUPPORTING INTERNATIONAL 
TERRORISM. 

"(a) PROHIBITION.-The United States 
shall not provide any assistance under this 
Act, the Agricultural Trade Development 
and Assistance Act of 1954, the Peace Corps 
Act, or the Arms Export Control Act, to any 
country which the President determines-

" (1) grants sanctuary from prosecution to 
any individual or group which has commit
ted an act of international terrorism, or 

"(2) otherwise supports international ter
rorism. 

"(b) PRESIDENTIAL WAIVER.-The President 
may waive the application of subsection <a> 
to a country if the President determines 
that national security or humanitarian rea
sons justify such waiver. The President 
shall publish each waiver in the Federal 
Register and, at least 15 days before the 
waiver takes effect, shall notify the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on For
eign Relations of the Senate of the waiver 
<including the justification for the waiver> 
in accordance with the procedures applica
ble to reprograming notifications pursuant 
to section 634A of this Act. 

"(C) INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION.-If sanc
tions are imposed on a country pursuant to 
subsection (a) because of its support for 
international terrorism, the President 
should call upon other countries to impose 
similar sanctions on that country.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 3(f) 
of the Arms Export Control Act is amended 
by striking out ", credits, and guaranties" 
and ", credits, or guaranties" each place 
they appear. 
SEC. 409. INTERNATIONAL CIVIL AVIATION BOY· 

COTT AGAINST IRAN AND LIBYA. 
It is the sense of the Congress that the 

President-
< 1) should call for an international civil 

aviation boycott with respect to Iran and 
Libya, and 

<2> should take steps, both bilateral and 
multilateral, to achieve a total international 
civil aviation boycott with respect to those 
countries. · 

Mr. MILLER of Washington (during 
the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend
ment be considered as read and print
ed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Washington? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr. 

Chairman, I rise today with an amend
ment to the Foreign Assistance Act, 
asking the President to urge a civil 
aviation boycott against countries sup
porting terrorism and prohibiting aid 
to such countries. 

This amendment concerns interna
tional terrorism. When I started work 
on this proposal last spring, I could 
not know that it would become so hor
ribly timely, but while we can all still 
be shocked by terrorist attacks such as 
the recent TWA hijacking, we should 
no longer be surprised by these activi
ties. 

The sad, simple fact is: terrorism 
works. Terrorism works because the 
nations of the world do little to pre
vent it. 

That the 39 hostages aboard TWA 
flight 847 did not suffer the same 
grisly fate of their fellow passenger, 
Robert Stethem, is a testament to 
President Reagan's superb handling of 
the crisis. Nothing we have done so 
far, however, will prevent another hos
tage crisis. Most of the hostages are 
now safe at home with their families, 
but that does not mean that their cap
tors have abandoned terrorist meth
ods. Indeed, unless the United States 
and other civilized nations take deci
sive action now to prevent it, before 
long again we will be shocked but not 
surprised, by yet another of these bar
barous acts. 

The amendment I offer for your 
consideration today is an important 
part of the effort to prevent future 
terrorist activity. The heart of this 
amendment is the recognition that 
most terrorists are not, let me repeat 
are not, stateless marauders commit
ing random senseless mayhem in the 
name of some obscure political cause. 

On the contrary, there is certainly a 
method to their mayhem. 

There are nations in the world for 
which international terrorism is an ac
cepted strategic tool. There are na
tions in the world which finance, 
harbor, and train terrorists in their 
deadly arts. There are nations in the 
world which help terrorist tacticians 
select targets, launch attacks, and pro
vide logistical and psycological support 
to these murderers. 

The most obvious and well docu
mented example of a nation sponsor
ing and organizing terrorist activities 
is Libya. But there are others. This 
amendment says to any government 
with such barbaric tendencies, there 
will now be a very high price to pay 
for their support of international ter
rorism. 

First, to at least make it a little more 
difficult for the rulers of terrorist 
countries to launch their deadly at
tacks, this amendment directs the 
President to call for an international 
civil aviation boycott against countries 
determined by the President to be sup
porting terrorism. 

This amendment further prohibits 
American aid of any kind to any 
nation which the President finds su
ports international terrorism. The cur
rent prohibition applies only to coun
tries which grant sanctuary from pros
ecution to terrorists. My proposal 
broadens this prohibition to include 
governments which purchase equip
ment, and provide training, financing, 
and other support. This proposal also 
directs the President to encourage 
other civilized nations to impose the 
same sanctions on these outlaw gov
ernments. Finally, the amendment 
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provides for a 15-day advance notifica
tion to the congressional Foreign Af
fairs Committees once the President 
waives this authority and it allows the 
President, under certain conditions, to 
suspend this authority. 

This amendment alone will not stop 
the spread of international terrorism. 
It will not bring back those whose lives 
have already been lost because of 
these barbaric practices. Mr. Chair
man, by itself this amendment will not 
assure the future safety of American 
air travelers. But it will help. The 
safety of innocent people increases 
when nations who practice and sup
port international terrorism under
stand that the consequences of their 
acts far outweigh the benefits. Passage 
of this amendment will help bring 
about this understanding. Nations con
templating the support of terrorism 
will know that if they go ahead, they 
will pay a price by forfeiting the 
chance of U.S. aid and having the 
United States seek an international 
civil aviation boycott. 

I urge support of this antiterrorist 
amendment. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. I yield 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Washington 
[Mr. MILLER]. It complements what 
the House has just done on airport se
curity. At the outset, I want to com
mend the gentleman for his initiative 
on an issue which the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs has spent a significant 
amount of time and attention. In my 
view, this amendment correctly seeks 
to expand in an appropriate way the 
President's existing authority to 
combat the menace of international 
terrorism. 

In addition, the amendment en
hances the oversight capability of the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs by stip
ulating a 15-day advance notification 
procedure once the President invokes 
this authority. 

A key element of the amendment 
calls for international cooperation to 
combat international terrorism which, 
in the opinion of the members of the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, is es
sential. The amendment calls for 
international cooperation in two im
portant areas: one, calling on our 
friends and allies to invoke similar 
sanctions as called for by Mr. MILLER's 
amendment with respect to foreign as
sistance, and second, calls for an inter
national civil aviation boycott against 
Iran and Libya, the two worst offend
ers in the area of state-supported ter
rorism. 

I think it is high time that the 
United States and its friends and allies 
invoke a total international civil avia
tion boycott of the Tehran and the 
Tripoli airports. As the Members of 

the House may recall, the recent and 
tragic incidents involving Iran in last 
December's hijacking of a Kuwaiti air
line resulted in the murder of two 
American AID officials. As of this 
date, their killers still remain in Iran 
and have not been brought to justice. 

Again, I want to commend the gen
tleman for his interest in this critical 
issue and urge the adoption of the 
amendment. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. I yield 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, the 
minority is aware of the amendment 
and is prepared to accept the amend
ment. 

0 1440 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GILMAN TO THE 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MILLER OF 
WASHINGTON 
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment to the amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GILMAN to the 

amendment offered by Mr. MILLER of Wash
ington: Insert the following new section at 
the end of the amendment: 
SEC. . PROHIBITION ON IMPORTS FROM AND EX

PORTS TO COUNTRIES ENGAGED IN 
TERRORISM. 

(a) PROHIBITION ON IMPORTS.-Notwith
standing any other provision of law, the 
President shall prohibit any article grown, 
produced, extracted, or manufactured in 
Libya from being imported into the United 
States. 

(b) PROHIBITION ON EXPORTS.-Notwith
standing any other provision of law, the 
President shall prohibit any goods or tech
nology, including technical data or other in
formation, subject to the jurisdiction of the 
United States or exported by any person 
subject to the jurisdiction of the United 
States, from being exported to Libya. 

<c> DEFINITION.-For purposes of this sec
tion, the term "United States" includes ter
ritories and possessions of the United 
States. 

Mr. GILMAN <during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment to the 
amendment be considered as read and 
printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I want 

to commend the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. MILLER] for his 
amendment. 

My proposed amendment to the 
Miller amendment places a total em
bargo on trade with Libya. Libya is an 
outlaw state, responsible for countless 
acts of terror throughout the world. 
As the New York Times editorialized 
just this morning, "* • • if Libya's in
disputable outrages against many na
tions so deeply perturb the United 
States, where is the campaign to close 
its gun-laden embassies or to boycott 
its oil-drum war chest?" 

Indeed, the time for action is long 
past. We should not allow one drop of 
Libyan oil-spot market or otherwise
to pass our shoreline. 

The amendment's language on Libya 
is a counterpart to an amendment of
fered in the other body by the junior 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPEC
TER]. That language provides for a dis
cretionary embargo against Libya and 
provides that trade with other coun
tries supporting terrorism may be cut 
off on passage of a joint resolution of 
Congress. 

It is my hope that in conference we 
will be able to work out a mutually 
agreeable compromise which would 
lead to heavy sanctions being placed 
on the pirate government now in 
power in Tripoli. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to lay 
before this body a recent article from 
the Wall Street Journal detailing cur
rent cooperation between Libya, Iran, 
and Syria in terrorist activities, and an 
analysis by the Library of Congress, 
quoting the Central Intelligence 
Agency, on the history of Libya's ter
rorist activities. 
LIBYA, SYRIA AND IRAN COORDINATE SCHEMES 
TO STRIKE U.S. TARGETS, ARAB SOURCES SAY 
BEIRUT, LEBANON.-While attention is fo

cused on the hijacked American jetliner 
held hostage here, a much broader terrorist 
network aimed at America and moderate 
Arabs is taking shape in the Middle East. 

The region's radical states of Libya, Syria 
and Iran all share a desire to strike out at 
American targets eight now. Their motives 
are different, but their common interest in 
terrorist action has given rise to a series of 
troubling moves suggesting that an upsurge 
in state-sponsored terrorism could be in the 
offing. 

Among the indicators: 
The foreign ministers of Libya, Syria and 

Iran met in January in Tehran and laid the 
groundwork for a new "anti-American strat
egy," Arab sources close to the Syrian gov
ernment say. The countries agreed to esca
late terrorism against U.S. interests and per
sonnel on a world-wide scale, the sources 
say. 

More recently, Libyan leader Muammar 
Qadhafi formally formed and agreed to fi
nance his first pan-Arab terrorist organiza
tion, called the Organization of Arab Revo
lutionary Forces. The organization, with 
headquarters in Tripoli, pledged to "conduct 
the Arab struggle for liberating all Arab ter
ritories" and "confront American imperial
ism." 

Other organizations aimed at overthrow
ing Jordan's King Hussein and Iraqi leader 
Saddam Hussein recently set up operations 
in Syria. 

Several weeks ago, Egypt announced that 
it had uncovered and foiled a Libyan plot to 
blow up the U.S. Embassy in Cairo with a 
truck loaded with explosives smuggled into 
the country. Egyptian officials said the inci
dent was part of a broader Libyan terrorism 
campaign. 

There isn't any evidence linking the latest 
hijacking of an American jetliner to these 
new organizations. But Shiite terrorists
such as those holding the American jet and 
its passengers hostage-acquire inspiration, 
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guidance and often material assistance from 
radical states, particularly Iran. 

Unless the U.S. finds some clear link be
tween the current hijacking and terrorist ef
forts sponsored by radical states, however it 
will have a difficult time retaliating. T'he 
U.S. has had to refrain from striking back 
after previous terrorist episodes because it 
lacked clear evidence that any government 
or group of governments had sponsored ter
rorists that hit American targets. 

Hard-line states in the Middle East, of 
course, share a general anti-American senti
ment that always makes them eager to un
dercut American interests. Now, though, 
they have special reasons to want to lash 
out at the U.S. 

Iran is enraged at the American tilt 
toward Iraq in the Persian Gulf war. Syria 
wants to demonstrate that it won't allow 
the U.S. to engineer an Arab-Israeli peace 
package that satisfies moderate Arabs and 
Palestinians but doesn't satisfy the region's 
hard-liners. Libya wants to encourage radi
cals to disrupt the new "moderate Arab 
axis" of Jordan, Egypt and Iraq that the 
U.S. is fostering. 

"There is something in common" among 
these states, says one knowledgeable Leba
nese. "Blackmail the Americans." 

Moreover, the Shiite fundamentalist 
movement that has sprung from the anar
chy in Lebanon has given the radicals a new 
stock of young Moslems willing to carry out 
terrorist actions. 

Perhaps the most ominous of the new 
movements in the region is the loose agree
ment apparently struck by Libya, Syria and 
Iran early this year. Arab sources close to 
the Syrian government say that Syria and 
Libya spearheaded the drive. At Iran's 
urging, the group avoided forming a formal 
alliance that would appear to put the group 
on the side of the Soviet Union; Iran doesn't 
want to appear to be on either side of the 
superpower struggle. 

But the sources say the three countries 
did agree on a strategy to coordinate policy 
on Middle East issues and to strengthen re
lations with Soviet-backed states like South 
Yemen and Ethiopia. 

Syria and Libya also agreed to whip up 
Palestinian terrorism by radical Palestinian 
factions opposed to Palestine Liberation Or
ganization leader Yasser Arafat. Mr. Arafat 
has angered the radicals by his apparent 
willingness to participate in a peace process 
led by moderate Arabs and the U.S. 

Iran, the sources say, pledged to encour
age terrorism by Moslem extremists. 

All three countries have agreed to cooper
ate in the exchange of intelligence informa
tion, forging passports for their operatives 
and providing them with finances and trans
port facilities, according to the sources. The 
countries also reportedly ordered their dip
lomatic missions abroad to cooperate close
ly. 

EXTRACT FROM CRS ISSUE BRIEF IB 81141 
INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM, UPDATED JUNE 
26, 1985 

LIBYA 
According to a CIA report, "the govern

ment of Colonel Qadhafi is the most promi
nent state sponsor of and participant in 
international terrorism. Despite Qadhafi's 
repeated public pronouncements that he 
does not support terrorist groups, there has 
been a clear and consistent pattern of 
Libyan aid to almost every major interna
tional terrorist group, from the Provisional 
Irish Republican Army <PIRA> to the Popu
lar Front for the Liberation of Palestine 

<PFLP>." Press reports have linked Libya to 
the Basque ETA, Japan's Red Army, Italy's 
Red Brigade, and Moslem insurgents in 
Thailand, Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Phil
ippines. 

Qadhafi provides money, weapons, and 
training for international terrorists, accord
ing to the CIA. Libyan diplomatic offices 
are used as bases of support for terrorist op
erations in various countries. Libya has also 
served as a haven for fleeing terrorists, in
cluding some of the slayers of the Israeli 
Olympic athletes at Munich in 1972. It is al
leged that "Carlos" has a Libyan villa, from 
which he directs his international terrorist 
operations. 

The principal targets of Libyan-supported 
terrorism are Israel, traditional and moder
ate Arab regimes, and Libyan exiles critical 
of the Qadhafi regime. In 1980, the CIA 
counted 14 attacks by Libyan assassination 
teams on Libyan citizens living in Europe 
and the United States, resulting in eleven 
murders. Qadhafi himself has asserted the 
right of his revolution to do away with its 
opponents. 

In December 1981, reports surfaced that 
agents of the Federal Bureau of Investiga
tion and the Secret Service had been put on 
alert after receiving reports that five terror
ists trained in Libya had entered the United 
States with plans to murder high-ranking 
officials. Security was substantially 
strengthened around the President, Vice 
President, Secretaries of State and Defense, 
and others. U.S. ambassadors abroad were 
also reported to be targets. In a television 
interview, Col. Qadhafi denied that he had 
plotted to assassinate the President or 
anyone else. The State Department re
sponded with a statement that this country 
had strong evidence that Qadhafi had been 
planning the murder of American officials, 
both here and overseas. 

During 1981, there were many reports 
that former CIA agents were training ter
rorists in Libya, using U.S. army personnel 
for that purpose and otherwise abetting 
Libyan-sponsored terrorism. It was also re
ported that a Justice Department meeting 
had discussed the possibility that the CIA 
may have encouraged its former agents' 
Libyan ties. Secretary of State Haig said 
that the United States was profoundly op
posed to Americans working for the Libyan 
government, but that there was apparently 
no way to prevent it. In 1982 Edwin P. 
Wilson, a former CIA employee, was con
victed of smuggling guns to Libya, and in 
1983 he was convicted of additional charges 
relating to the illegal export of explosives 
and munitions to Libya. 

Libyan complicity in terrorist attacks was 
further exposed when the Egyptians tricked 
the Libyans into claiming they had assassi
nated a former Prime Minister. In 1984 
Libyan supporters of the government fired 
upon anti-Qadhafi demonstrators from 
within the Libyan embassy in London, kill
ing a British policewoman on duty outside. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GILMAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Florida. 

Mr. FASCELL. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman has 
discussed this amendment on this side. 
We have examined it. We agree with 
the gentleman. We are prepared to 
accept the amendment. 

Mr. GILMAN. I thank the gentle
man for his kind words. 

Mr. Chairman, the minority has no 
objection to the amendment on this 
side. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New York [Mr. GILMAN] to 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Washington [Mr. MILLER]. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Washington [Mr. MILLER], 
as amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LOWERY OF 
CALIFORNIA 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. LoWERY of 

California: Page 52, after line 24, insert the 
following new section 405 and redesignate 
subsequent sections accordingly: 
SEC. 405. COMMUNIST COUNTRIES. 

Chapter 3 of part I of the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961 is further amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
section: · 
"SEC. 309. COMMUNIST COUNTRIES. 

"(a) LIMITATION OF FuNDING.-Funds au
thorized to be appropriated by this chapter 
may not be made available for the United 
States proportionate share for programs for 
communist countries listed in section 620(0 
of this Act. 

"(b) PRESIDENTIAL WAIVER.-Subsection (a) 
shall not apply to the extent that the Presi
dent determines and reports to the Congress 
that it is in the national interest of the 
United States to provide funding for the 
United States proportionate share for pro
grams for a particular Communist country 
or countries. 

"(c) ANNUAL REVIEW.-The Secretary of 
State-

"(!) shall review, at least annually, the 
budgets and accounts of all international or
ganizations receiving payments of any such 
funds; and 

"(2) shall report to the appropriate com
mittees of the Congress the amounts of 
funds expended by each such organization 
for the purposes described in subsection <a> 
and the amount contributed by the United 
States to each such organization.". 

Mr. LOWERY of California (during 
the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend
ment be considered as read and print
ed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 

Chairman, I would like to thank the 
distinguished chairman of the Foreign 
Affairs Committee, the gentleman 
from Florida, and my colleague, Mr. 
YATRON, the chairman of the Subcom
mittee on Human Rights and Interna
tional Programs, for working with me 
on this amendment I am offering 
today. I would also like to thank the 
ranking members of the committee 
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and the subcommittee, Mr. BROOM
FIELD and Mr. SOLOMON for their help 
and support for this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I sincerely doubt 
that the taxpayers of the United 
States realize that in the most recent 
reporting periods, Vietnam has re
ceived more than $41 million in assist
ance from U.N. agencies to which the 
United States provides almost one
fourth of the budgets. That translates 
into $10 million in U.S. aid being fun
neled through the United Nation to 
Vietnam. And Vietnam is not the only 
country to receive such funds: North 
Korea, Mongolia, Albania, Bulgaria, 
Poland, Romania, and China are also 
net recipients. 

Clearly, we cannot afford to be sub
sidizing the governments of Commu
nists even in a time of surplus, much 
less during our current deficit crisis. 

Therefore, I am offering an amend
ment to H.R. 1555, the International 
Security and Development Coopera
tion Act of 1985 closing this loophole 
whereby U.S. tax dollars are funneled 
through international organizations to 
Communist countries otherwise pro
hibited from receiving u.s~ assistance. 
These organizations are primarily, 
though not exclusively, U.N. agencies. 
A total of $284 million is authorized 
for these organizations in title IV of 
H.R. 1555. 

My amendment does two things: It 
reduces what is called the "U.S. pro
portionate share" of contributions to 
Communist countries listed in section 
620<0 of the Foreign Assistance Act 
and it requires the Secretary of State 
to report to the Congress on the 
amount of international organizations' 
funding of Communist countries and 
the amount of U.S. contributions 
being withheld. 

As you will recall, in recent years, it 
was learned that the Palestine Libera
tion Organization and the South-West 
African People's Organization 
[SW APO J were receiving assistance 
from U.N. agencies. Although it was 
clearly not Congress' intent to fund 
these groups, these organizations 
place government contributions in cen
tral accounts, making it impossible to 
connect funds which benefit a particu
lar country or group with contribu
tions made by the United States. Since 
complete withdrawal from these pro
grams would greatly harm U.S. foreign 
policy interests, for more than 10 
years, the Congress has routinely in
cluded sections to the Foreign Assist
ance Act which require a reduction in 
U.S. voluntary contributions by an 
amount equal to the American propor
tionate share of any aid provided by 
these international organizations to 
the PLO or SWAPO. 

My amendment merely extends that 
formula to Communist countries 
which are already prohibited from re
ceiving direct U.S. assistance. Section 
620(f) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 

1961 prohibits the furnishing of any 
aid authorized by that act to any Com
munist country. The section includes a 
list of Communist nations to which 
the prohibition applies: the Soviet 
bloc, North Korea, Vietnam, and 
Cuba. China is currently on the list 
but is expected to be removed as soon 
as the foreign aid authorization bill 
becomes law. 

It is important to remember that my 
amendment neither requires that any 
particular Communist country actual
ly receive less than they now get-an
other country can make up the differ
ence-nor does it in any way renege on 
any treaty obligation of the United 
States. 

In sum, I agree with the committee 
report which says, 

These programs serve major U.S. foreign 
policy interests in these international 
forums as well as U.S. interests in promot
ing social and economic development of 
third world countries. 

But I also believe my amendment is 
consistent with the 20-year ban on aid 
to the countries listed in section 
620(f). By closing a loophole, it is a 
continuation of current policies, not a 
departure from them. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to include at this point in the REcoRD, 
a memorandum that has been pre
pared by the Congressional Research 
Service which details the effects of my 
amendment on the international agen
cies which will be affected. 

CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE, 
Washington, DC, June 21, 1985. 

To: The Honorable Bill Lowery. 
From: Marjorie Ann Browne, Specialist in 

International Relations, and Robert 
Griffiths, Analyst in Foreign Affairs, 
Foreign Affairs and National Defense 
Division. 

Subject: The International Organizations 
and Programs Account of the Foreign 
Assistance Act. 

This is in response to your request for in
formation on U.S. contributions to the 
inten1ational agencies and programs includ
ed in the "international organizations and 
programs" account of the International Se
curity and Development Cooperation Act of 
1985 by the House Foreign Affairs Commit
tee <see House Report 99-39, p. 45). In addi
tion, you requested data on the funding or 
assistance from those programs that goes to 
the communist ce:untries listed in section 
620<f> of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
as amended. 

We have drawn on a number of sources to 
collect this data. Attached are copies of the 
pertinent materials. Generally, if the execu
tive board or governing council of the pro
gram has already met this year, documenta
tion providing 1984 program expenditures 
will be available. Otherwise, we have used 
1983 program expenditures. The following 
list summarizes the status of information on 
program expenditures in the countries in
cluded in Section 620(f) of the Foreign As
sistance Act. 

SUMMARY OF INFORMATION ON ASSISTANCE TO 
SECTION 620 (F) COUNTRIES 

Programs providing assistance to coun
tries on the Section 620(f) list: 

United Nations Development Program. 

UNICEF. 
IAEA. 
WMO/VCP. 
United Nations Educational and Training 

Program for Southern Africa <minimal: 1 
out of 896 awards). 

World Food Program. 
World Heritage Fund <Bulgaria, Poland, 

and Yugoslavia 1981-1984>. 
United Nations Capital Development 

Fund <Vietnam in 1984>. 
United Nations Center on Human Settle

ments <Hungary and Vietnam 1982-1983}. 
Programs that do not provide assistance 

to list countries: 
OAS Technical Assistance Programs. 
UN Institute for Namibia. 
UN Trust Fund for South Africa. 
UN Voluntary Fund for Victims of Tor

ture. 
UNIDO Investment Promotion Service, 

New York. 
UNDP Trust Fund to Combat Poverty and 

Hunger in Africa. 
UN Voluntary Fund for Decade for 

Women. 
Information not available: 
UNEPFund. 
CITES Trust Fund. 
International Convention and Scientific 

Organization Contributions. 
United Nations Development Program 

fUNDPJ 
The United States contributed $160 mil

lion or an estimated 23.6 percent of total 
governmental contributions of $676,725,319 
made or pledged to the UNDP for calendar 
year 1984. UNDP expenditures in 1984 in
cluded assistance to Czechoslovakia <.068%>. 
North Korea (.516%>. Hungary <.094%>. 
Mongolia <.138%>. Albania <.558%>. Bulgaria 
<.137%>. China (2.75%>, Cuba <.310%), Yugo
slavia <.197%>. Romania (.203%>. Poland 
(.189%>. and Vietnam <1.82%>. 
United Nations Children's Fund fUNICEFJ 
The United States contributed $52,500,000 

to UNICEF in 1984. That figure represented 
28.4 percent of the total contributions 
($185,014,725} received from governments in 
1984. UNICEF program expenditures for 
1984 included assistance for Mongolia 
<.006%>, China (2.26%), Cuba <.018%>, and 
Vietnam <2.32%>. 
International Atomic Energy Agency ([AEAJ 

The United States over-all voluntary con
tribution to the IAEA in 1984 was 
$15,814,000. This included a cash contribu
tion to the IAEA Technical Assistance and 
Cooperation Program of $5,625,000 that rep
resented 25 percent of the total governmen
tal contributions to that Program. We used 
very preliminary 1984 data from a congres
sional source for some indication of pro
gram expenditure. IAEA documentation for 
1984 will probably not be available until 
mid-summer. Nine of the listed countries re
ceived technical assistance from the IAEA: 
North Korea (2.04%>. Albania (.936%>. 
Poland (1.39%>. Cuba <.888%>. Hungary 
(2.0%>. Yugoslavia <1.94%>, Romania 
<1.52%>. Vietnam <1.61 %>. and Bulgaria 
(3.46%}. 
Organization of American States Technical 

Assistance Programs 
The United States contributed $15.5 mil

lion or an overall 46 percent of the total 
contributions received by the four OAS vol
untary funds for development-the Special 
Multilateral Fund, the Special Projects 
Fund, the Special Development Assistance 
Fund, and the Special Cultural Fund <see 
pages from the Congressional Presentation 
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for details) for 1984. Since the OAS sus
pended Cuba from participation in 1962, 
that country does not receive any funding 
from these programs. Cuba does, however, 
participate in the PAHO <Pan American 
Health Organization> Revolving Fund, an 
account that received U.S. contributions 
from the Fiscal Year 1984 appropriations 
but received no funding from Fiscal Year 
1985. 

United Nations Environment Program 
Fund (UNEPJ 

In 1983, the United States contributed 
$7.8 million, or 27 percent of the govern
mental contributions of $30 million to the 
UNEP Fund, while in 1984, the U.S. contrib
uted $9.8 million or an estimated 34 percent 
of the $28.5 million in governmental contri
butions to the UNEP Fund. Information 
showing UNEP Fund expenditures by coun
try is not available from UNEP documenta
tion. 
World Meteorological Organization/Volun

tary Cooperation Program fWMO/VCPJ 
The VCP provides training and equipment 

to less developed countries so that they can, 
with improved national meteorological and 
hydrological services, participate in the 
World Weather Watch. For the year 1983, 
the United States contributed $87,256 in 
funds or 27 percent of the $317,942 in total 
cash contributions. 
United Nations Voluntary Fund tor Decade 

for Women 
The United States contributed $500,000 to 

the Fund for 1984; that represented 21.05 
percent of the contributions made or 
pledged for 1984, as of August 20, 1984. Ac
cording to a U.N. officer handling the Fund, 
none of the $4.07 million in expenditures in 
1984 was used for assistance to the countries 
listed in section 620<f>. The name of this 
fund was changed in 1985 to the United Na
tions Development Fund for Women. 

Convention on International Trade in 
Endangered Species fCITESJ 

The United States contributed $276,000 to 
the CITES Trust Fund for the 1982-1983 bi
ennium, out of a total $853,978 received 
from governmental contributions for the 
same two-year period. The U.S. contribution 
to the 1984-1985 biennium budget was 24.8 
percent of $1.409 million. The Trust Fund 
finances administrative expenditures in sup
port of the CITES secretariat and the bien
nial meetings of CITES parties. 

World Food Program (WFPJ 
Overall, the United States has, for the 

1983-1984 biennium, pledged $250 million, 
or 25 percent of the WFP target of $1 bil
lion. This was broken out into $188 million 
in commodities, $3 million for administra
tive expenses, and up to $59 million for 
freight costs. For 1983, the total U.S. contri
bution was valued at $33,760,000 and repre
sented 26 percent of total contributions. 
The cash contribution provided under the 
IO and P account of the Foreign Assistance 
Act was $2 million. WFP projects as of Octo
ber 13, 1983 totalled $3.316 billion in worth, 
including in-kind assistance that is addition
al to the funding appropriated through the 
Foreign Assistance Act. Only China (5.17%> 
and Vietnam <.775%> were included in the 
State Department's list of WFP projects as 
of October 1983. 
United Nations Fund tor Namibia: Institute 

tor Namibia Account 
The United States contributed $490,000 to 

the UNIN Account for 1983, an estimated 
15.6 percent of the $3,122,848 in contribu-

tions received from governments. In the 
first six months of 1984, the United States 
paid $123,712 of its $500,000 pledge for 1984, 
an estimated 8.5 percent of the $1,452,616 
paid by governments on their 1984 pledges 
of $2,308,838. The UNIN account funds the 
Institute for Namibian students at Lusaka. 
Thus, it does not provide assistance or pro
grams for any of the countries on the sec
tion 620<f> list. 

United Nations Trust Fund tor South Africa 
fUNTFSAJ 

According to U.N. documentation, the 
Trust Fund received $1,755,700 in contribu
tions between October 1983 and October 
1984, with the United States paying $85,750 
or 4.8 percent. Still pending was $448,672 in 
pledges, including $343,000 pledged by the 
United States. The UNTFSA is used for 
legal assistance and relief to persons perse
cuted in South Africa and Namibia. The 
countries in the section 620<f> list do not re
ceive assistance through the Fund. 
United Nations Voluntary Fund tor Victims 

a/Torture 

As of May 7, 1985, the United States has 
not contributed to this Fund. Payment of 
the $100,000 in the Fiscal Year 1985 Appro
priation is being held, pending receipt by 
the United States of a statement by the 
United Nations that such funds are not pro
vided to Cuba or for SW APO or the PLO. 
Information on the beneficiaries of the 
Fund is kept confidential to protect the vic
tims of torture assisted by the Fund. The 
Fund is used < 1) to maintain two rehabilita
tion centers located in Copenhagen and To
ronto, <2> to finance training courses and 
seminars <none in Cuba), and (3) for 
projects in specific countries. Only in one 
instance when there was a change in gov
ernment-Guinea-has a government re
ceived funds for the third category of 
projects. Non-governmental organizations 
receive Fund assistance to carry out projects 
related to victims of torture. Thus, the 
countries included on the Section 620<f> list 
have not received assistance from the Vol
untary Fund for Victims of Torture. 
UNIDO Investment Promotion Service, New 

York 

The United States contributed $100,000 in 
1983 and the same in 1984, to help operate 
the New York office of UNIDO's IPS. This 
contribution was 11.4 percent of the office 
budget of $875,000. Other contributors to 
the Service are international intergovern
mental organizations rather than govern
ments, except for an additional Agency for 
International Development contribution of 
$234,000 through the Caribbean Develop
ment Bank. As a footnote, UNIDO has es
tablished eight Investment Promotion Serv
ice offices around the world, seven of which 
are fully funded by the host government; 
this includes an office in Poland. The New 
York office provides information to the U.S. 
private sector on investment opportunities 
in developing Latin American-and especial
ly Caribbean-countries. Countries on the 
Section 620(f> list do not receive assistance 
from this program. 
United Nations Development Program 

fUNDPJ Trust Fund to Combat Poverty 
and Hunger in Africa 

This fund was just established in Novem
ber 1984. Since its target is poverty and 
hunger in Africa, the countries on the Sec
tion 620 (f) list would not directly benefit 
from the fund. 

International Convention and Scientific 
Organization Contributions 

This is a new account established to pro
vide a mechanism for U.S. voluntary contri
butions to activities usually financed from 
the regular budget of the United Nations 
Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Orga
nization <UNESCO> from which the United 
States withdrew at the end of December 
1984. The programs include the 

Intergovernmental Oceanographic Com
mission, 

Intergovernmental Committee on the Uni
versal Copyright Convention, 

International Geological Coordination 
Program, 

Natural Hazards Program, 
International Hydrological Program, 
Man and the Biosphere Program, 
International Libraries, Archives and Sci-

ence Documentation Program, 
Non-governmental research organizations 

such as the International Council of Scien
tific Unions and the International Brain Re
search Organization, and 

International cooperative research pro
grams such as the International Biological 
Collection Centers, International Organiza
tion of Biotechnology and Bioengineering. 

The international conventions for which 
this contribution would fund administrative 
overhead costs include 

The 1984 Beirut Agreement and the 1950 
Florence Agreement on international trans
fer of educational, cultural and scientific 
goods, 

The 1958 Convention on the Exchange of 
Official Publications and Documents, 

The 1958 Convention on the Exchange of 
International Publications, and 

The 1970 Convention on the Illicit Import, 
Export and Transfer of Cultural Property. 

Most of the programs cited are of world
wide use and benefit. 

United Nations Center on Human 
Settlement 

The United States has not in the past con
tributed to the Center, either through the 
United Nations Habitat and Human Settle
ments Foundation or through the Interna
tional Year of Shelter for the Homeless. A 
total of $2,313,615 has been pledged by gov
ernments to the International Year of Shel
ter as of January 31, 1985. A total of 
$2,395,652 was pledged by governments for 
the Foundation in 1984, of which $1,333,203 
was collected. As of April 5, 1985, pledges in 
the amount of $2,131,562 has been made for 
1985. Expenditures for the 1982-1983 period 
totalled $2,184,491, from which Hungary re
ceived $13,771 <or .63%> and Vietnam re
ceived $2,500 <or .114%>. None of the 620 <f> 
listed countries contributed to the Center 
during the 1982-1983 biennium. 
World Heritage Fund <Fund for the Protec

tion of the World Cultural and Natural 
Heritage of Outstanding Universal Value> 
The United States does not now contrib-

ute to the World Heritage Fund. When the 
United States did contribute, the contribu
tion rate was 52.93 percent in 1977, 47.30 
percent for 1979 and 1980, and 40.19 percent 
for 1981 and averaged $300,000 annually. 
The Fund is used to help Convention par
ties protect sites on the World Heritage List 
as well as sites in danger. Bulgaria, Cuba, 
Poland, and Yugoslavia are among the 83 
parties to the 1972 Convention concerning 
the Protection of the World Cultural and 
Natural Heritage and each have properties 
on the World Heritage List <Bulgaria-8, 
Cuba-1, Poland-5, and Yugoslavia-7> total-
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WORLD HERITAGE FUND ling 21 of the 186 properties on the List. For 

the period 1981-1984, Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, 
and Poland each received technical assist
ance from the World Heritage Fund. The 
Fund's resources during that period are esti
mated at $2.9 million. The United States 
has not contributed since its 1981 payment 
of $330,000, estimated then at 40.19 percent 
of total contributions for 1981 of $900,000. 

U.N. DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM (UNDP) 
[Program expenditures: 1984] 

Countries listed in section 620(f) 1 

Program 
expenditures 

received 1984 
(est.) 

Czechoslovakia ............... .. ............... ................ $370,000 
North Korea ......... ... ...... 2,810,000 
German Democratic Rep ................................. . ................ . 
Hungary ..................... .. ... .................. 512,000 
Mongolia. .. ... ...................... 752,000 
Albania .... ... .. .... .............. 3,036,000 
Bulgaria ... .................................. ... ... 7 45,000 
China (PRC) .... .... .......................... 14,989,000 
Cuba .. .. ................................... 1,687,000 

~~~~ri~ ....... ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~:m:~~~ 
Romania.... 1,105,000 
Vietnam .. .................................................... ... 9,921,000 

Percent of total 
program 

expenditures 

0.068 
.516 

.ii94 

.138 

.558 

.137 
2.75 
.310 
.197 
.189 
. 203 

1.82 
U.S.S.R .................................................. ..................................... . 

1 Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania are constituent parts of the USSR and are 
not included in this list. Similarly, Tibet is part of China and is not listed 
separately. 

Note.-Total program expenditures for the year: $543,598,000. 
Source for above information: U.N. document: DP/1985/5/Add.3, p. 20-23. 
United States contributions to the program: 1984 pledge: 160,000,000 

(Total: 676,725,319). 
Source: DP/1985/5/Add.3, p. 3-7. 

U.N. CHILDREN'S FUND (UNICEF) 
[Program expenditures: 1984] 

Countries listed in section 620(f) 1 
Program 

expenditures 
received 1984 

Percent of total 
program 

expenditures 

Czechoslovakia .............................. ....................................................................... .. . 
North Korea ............................. .............................................................................. . 
German Democratic Rep ......... ..... ......................................................................... .. 

~~~~~~a·:::::::: : :::: :: ::: : .. ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ............. $14:394 ................ .... o:oo6 
Albania .................................................................................................................. .. 

~~~~:ri(JiR<:i·::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::: .......... s:Iss:sll" ....... ........... 2:26 .. 
Cuba.. ..... ...................................... ....... ........ .... 40,952 .018 

~ra~J~.~~~ ::::::::: : :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : ::::::::::::::::: :: ::::: 
Romania ......................................... .................................................................... ... .. 
Vietnam ........................................................... 5,289, 718 2.32 
U.S.S.R ........................................... ............................................................ .......... .. 

1 Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania are constituent parts of the U.S.S.R. and are 
not included in this list. Similarly, Tibet is part of China and is not listed 
separately. 

Note.-Total program expenditures for the year: $227,437,201. 
Source for above information: U.N. document: E/ICEF/1985/AB/L.4, pp. 8-

11. 
United States contributions to the program: 1984-$52,500,000 (28.4%) . 

Total received from governments: $185,014,725.03. 
Source: E/ICEF/1985/AB/L.4, pp. 21-24. 

INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY AGENCY (IAEA) 
[Program expenditures: 1984 (estimates of technical assistance to be 

provided)] 

Countries listed in section 620 (f) 1 
Program 

expenditures 
received 1984 

Percent of total 
program 

expenditures 

Czechoslovakia .... .............................................. ........................................ ............. . 
North Korea ........................................ ............. $351,400 2.04 
German Democratic Rep ............... .................................................. ....................... . 

~E~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ............. ~:~::~~-................... ~:~36 
Bulgaria.. .............. .. ....................................... 596,400 3.46 
China (PRC) ................................... .. .... ... ..... .............................................. ........... . 
Cuba .......................................... ...................... 153,200 .888 

~ra~J~.~~~ :: : ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~~:~~~ ~ :~~ 
Romania. .................................................... 263,000 1.52 
Vietnam .. .............................. 277,600 1.61 
USSR . ............................. ...... .. .................................. . 

1 Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania are constituent parts of the USSR and are 
not included in this list. Similarly, Tibet is part of China and is not listed 
separately. 

Note.-Total program expenditures for the year: $17,238,000 (estimated to 
be provided in 1984). 

Source for above information: U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on 
Appropriations. Foreign Assistance and Related Programs Appropriations, Fiscal 
Year 1985 (98th Congress, 2d Session) . Part 2. Appendtxes. p. 172- 173. 

United States contributions to the program: 1984 estimates: $5,625,000 to 
the IAEA Technical Assistance and Cooperation Program (25 percent of total 
governmental contributions to TACP) ; $2,789,000 for in-kind and extrabud$e
tary support; $7,400,000 for safeguards support and non-proliferation activitieS; 
Total: $15,814,000. (Source: Congressional Presentation) . 

WORLD METEOROLOGICAL ORGANIZATION/VOLUNTARY 
COOPERATION PROGRAM (WMO/VCP) 

[Program expenditures: 1983] 

Countries listed in section 
620 (f) I 

Program expenditures received 
1983 

Percent of 
total program 
expenditures 

Czechoslovakia ....................... Yes but no dollar info .......................................... .. 
North Korea .................... ....... .. .... do ......... ... ........................................ ............... .. 
German Democratic Rep ... ......................... ............................................ .......... ... .. .. 
Hungary ..................................... .................. .......... ... .......... .. ...... ..... .. .. ................. .. 
Mongolia ................................ Yes but no dollar info . .. ....... ............. ................... .. 
Albania ............. .............. .. ...................................................................................... . 
Bulgaria ................................. Yes but no dollar info .......................................... .. 
China ( PRC) ......................... .. .... do ....... ........... .. ......... ... ........... ..... ................... .. 
Cuba ...... ...................................... do ................................................................... .. 
Yugoslavia ....................... ... ... .. .... do ................................................................... .. 
Romania ...................................... .. ............ .. ........ .... ..... .... ....... .. ............................. . 
Poland ........................................................ .. ...... .. ......... .. .......... .................. .......... .. 
Vietnam .. ............................... Yes but no dollar info ....... .. ................................. .. 
U.S.S.R ................ .. ................................................................................................ . 

1 Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania are constituent parts of the USSR and are 
not included in this list. Similarly, Tibet is part of China and is not listed 
separately. 

Note.-Total program expenditures for the year: $3171942 in cash contribu
tions and $4,883,400 in value of equipment, training, ana services. 

Sources for above information: Annual Report of the World Meteorological 
Organiation, 1983. Geneva, WMO, 1984. p. 139-142, 169- 173, as updated by 
U.S. Department of State. United Contributions to International Organizations, 
Fiscal Year 1983. p. 60. 

United States Contributions to the program: 1983. U.S. pledged $150,000 
but contributed only 27 percent of total contributions received or $87,256 in 
cash contributions. The U.S. provided $2,150,000 in equipment, trainin~. and 
~~~~~iio~~. ~~~~~t~.2~j.fs6~nt of total in-kind contributions. Tota U.S. 

WORLD FOOD PROGRAM (WFP) 
[Program expenditures: Value of WFP projects as at October 13, 1983] 

Countries listed in section 620 (f) 1 

Program 
expenditures 
as of Oct. 

1983 

Percent of total 
program 

expenditures 

Czechoslovakia ................... .... ............................................................................... .. 
North Korea ............................ .............................................................................. .. 
German Democratic Rep ....................................................................................... .. 
Hungary ............................................................... ........... ...................................... .. 
Mongolia ......... .. ..................................................................................................... . 
Albania ......................................................................... .. ....... .. .............................. .. 
Bulgaria ....... ..... ...... .. ......................................... ................................................... .. 
China (PRC) ............ ........................................ a $171,761,800 5.17 
Cuba .......... ........................................................................................................... .. 
Yugoslavia ............ .. ............................................................................................... .. 
Romania ................................................................................................................. . 
Poland ................................................................................................................... .. 
Vtetnam ........................................................... 3 25,708,300 .775 
U.S.S.R ............................... .. ............ .. ................. .................................................. . 

1 Esto~~a1 Latvia1 and Lithuania are constituent parts of the U.S.S.R. and are 
not incluoeo in thts list. Similarly, Tibet is part of China and is not listed 
separately. 

2 Value for 15 projects. 
3 Value for 2 projects. 
Note.-Total program expenditures for the year: 414 projects with a value 

of $3.316 billion ($3,316,566,189) . 
Source for above information: WFP Projects as of Oct. 13, 1983, provided 

by the Department of State. 
United States contributions to the program: 1983-1984, pledged $250 

million (25 %) for the biennium: $188 million-commodities, 3 million
administrative expenses1 59 million-freight costs, 1983 contribution value: 
$33,760,000 (26 %) tncludes $2 million cash contribution ' financed by the 
Foreign Assistance Act ( 10 & P account) . 

[Program Expenditures: 1981- 84] 

Countries listed in section 620(f) 
Program 

expenditures 
received 
1981-84 

Percent of 
total program 
expenditures 

Czechoslovakia .................................................... . .............. .................. .. 
North Korea ........... ..... ............................................ . ........................... .. 
German Democratic Rep. ............. ........ .. .................................. .. 

~~~~~~a·::::::::::::::::: .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ... ····: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ......... .. 
Albania ..................................................................... . 

~~~:ri(Jiiici·:::::::: : :::::::::::::::::::::: : ::::::::: : : : ::::::::: .......... :::~~~:~~~ ::::::::::: ......... '2:ii9 
Cuba ............................................................................ .......................... .. 
Yugoslavia............. .......................................... 65,000 ..... '2:24 
Romania ................. ........................................................ ................................. ...... .. 
Poland............ .. ......................... ........... .. ........... 93,099 3.21 
Vietnam .................... ........................... .. .......................... ..... .................... .. 
U.S.S.R ................ ................................................................ ............... ........ .... .... .. 

• 1 Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania are constituent parts of the USSR and are 
not included in this list. Similarly, Tibet is part of China and is not listed 
separately. 

Note.-Total program expenditures for the years 1981-84: $2,900,180 
(est.) (expenditures includes spent, approved, obligated, or partly obligated) . 

Source for above information: World Heritage document from the Depart
ment of the Interior. 

United States contributions to the program: 1977: $270,000 (52.93%) of 
total contributions; 1979: $300,000 (47.30%) of total contributions; 1980: 
$300,000 (47.30%) of total contributions; 1981: $330,000 (40.19%) of total 
contributions. 

Source: U.S. Department of State. United States Contributions to Internation
al Organizations. Report to the Congress for Fiscal Year 1981. 

U.N. CAPITAL DEVELOPMENT FUND 
[Program expenditures: 1984] 

Countries listed in section 620 (f) 1 
Program 

expenditures 
received 1984 

Percent of total 
program 

expenditures 

Czechoslovakia ...................................................................................................... .. 
North Korea .............................................................................. ............................ .. 
German Democratic Rep ............................................................ ... ...................... ... . 

::~~~~:::::: : :::::::::::::: : :::::::::::::::::::::::: :: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : :::: :::: :: 
~~~r~PR<:Y::::::::: : :::::: : ::::::: : ::::::::::: : :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Cuba .............................................................. ............ ... .. ...................................... .. 
Yugoslavia ....................................................................... ....................................... . 
Romania ............................................. .......................... .......................................... . 
Poland ....................................................................................................... ........... . 
Vtetnam ........................................................... $46,000 0.148 
U.S.S.R ........... ...................................................................................................... .. 

1 EstOT_!i_a1 Latvia, and Lithuania are constituent parts of the USSR and are 
not incluoeo in this list. Similarly, Tibet is part of China and is not listed 
separately. 

Note.-Total program expenditures for the year: $30,893,000. 
Source for above information: United Nations document DP/1985/5/Add. 6, 

p. 8-ll. 
United States contributions to the program: $2,000,000 or 9.25 percent of 

an estimated $21,600,000 in governmental contributions for 1984. 

U.N. CENTER ON HUMAN SETTLEMENTS 
[Program expenditure: 1982-83] 

Counties listed in section 620(f) 1 

Program 
expenditures 

received 
1982-83 

Percent of total 
program 

expenditures 

Czechoslovakia ..... .......................................... ....................................................... .. 
North Korea .......................................................................................................... .. 
German Democratic Rep ........ ........ ........................................................................ . 

~E~r~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~~~:~~~::::::::::::::::::::~:~~ :: 
~~~:.i~~~~ :: : :::::::::::::::::::: : :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::: : ::: :::::::::::: 
~~~~t:~:::::::::::::::::: ::: : ::::::::::: :: :::: ::: ::::::: ::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::: 
~:~rii·::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::: :::: : ::::::::: ::::: :::::::::::: .......... ·····2:soo ...... .. ............. -:114 
U.S.S.R ......................................................................... ............... ........................ . 

not 
1 

i~~l~~ ~~~is a,~. L~~~~;~,a~:n~iit~~t ~rt~hi~~ t~~d u~~o~n~is:~ 
separately. 

Note.-Total program expenditures for the years 1982- 83: $2,184,491. 
Source for above information: Financial Report and Audited Financial 

Statements for the biennium ended 31 December 1983 and the Report of the 
Board of Auditors. United Nations document A/39/5/Add. 8, p. 19. 

United States contributions to the program: None. 
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Program 

U.N. Development Program (for 1984) ... ........................... ....... .. . 
U.N. Children's Fund (for 1984) .......... ..... ...................................... .. .. ... .............. ....... ................ .. . . 
International Atomic Energy Agency (for 1984) ...................... .. .. . 
World Meteorological Organization/Voluntary Cooperation Program .......................... . 
U.N. Educational and Training Program for Southern Africa ........................................ . 
World Food Profam (for 1983) ... ................................................... ................... . 
World Heritage und (1981-1984) ......... ..... .............................. . ........................... . 
U.N. Center on Human Settlements (1982- 1983) .................... . 

U.N. total• 

$38,031,000 
$10,503,675 
$£,724,000 

1
2) 
2) 

$197,470, 00 
$218,747 

$16,271 
U.N. Capital Development Fund (for 1984) .......................... . .......... ........... .. . . ..... ........................................ __ $4---'6,_00_0 

Totals $249,009,793 

18437 

United States 
contributions-

Percent Total 

23.6 $8,975,316 
28 $2,941,029 
25 $681.000 

3 27 ............... ...... .... . 
322~ . """$51:342:226 
4 40 $87,499 
9.25 ......... $4:255 

$64,031,325 

1 Countries cited in section 620(f) cf the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended. They are Czechoslovakia, North Korea, German Democratic Republic, Hungary, Mongolia, Albania, Bulgaria, China (PRC). Cuba, Yugoslavia, Poland, 
Romania, Vietnam. and the U.S.S.R. 

2 Not available. 
3 In 1983. 
4 In 1981. 

UNITED STATES ASSISTANCE TO COMMUNIST COUNTRIES BY SELECTED UNITED NATIONS SYSTEM PROGRAMS 1 

Program 

U.N Development Program (for ' 1984) ............................................ . ......................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 
U.N. Children's Fund (for 1984) ......................................................................................... . ............................................................ .............................................. .......................................... ...... .............. .. 

~~~~~a~~~~r~~;~~ Eo~~Pniz~f~~lvJ~~~t1~8&pe;,iiioii .. iifo2iaiii:::::::::::::::::: .................. :::::::::::::::::::: .. ::.:::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::······· 
U.N. Education and Traininf Program for Southern Africa ........ ....................... . .......................................... ..... ..... ...... ........... ........... .... ......... ................................ ... ................................................. ..... ... . 

:~~~~ ~~a~~of~n~ ~~0981~~1~4i·::::::::::: ::: :: : ::: :::::: :::: : :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ···········:::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ............. . 
U.N. Center on Human Settlements (1982-1983) ...... .. ....................................................................... ..... ............... ................................................ ... ......... .. .............................................................................. . 
U.N. Capital Development Fund (for 1984) ................ ............ ........................................... . .......................................................................................................................................... . 

Totals ................ ....................... . 

U.N. total• 
United States 

contributions-

Percent Total 

$23,042,000 23.6 $5,437,912 
$5,345,064 28 $1,496,617 
$2,724,00~ 2~ 8 $681,000 

3 32.9 :::::: 
$25,708,300 26 $6,684,158 

$218,747 • 40 e $87 499 
m:6~5 .......... "9:25·· 8 $4:25; 

$57,100,382 $14,391,441 

• Excluding China a Communist country. 
2 Countries cited in section 620 (f) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended. They are Czechoslovakia, North Korea, German Democratic Republic, Hungary, Mongolia, Albania, Bulgaria, China (PRC), Cuba, Yugoslavia, Poland, 

Romania, Vietnam, and the U.S.S.R. 
3 Not available. 
4 In 1983. 
• In 1981. 
e No change. 

Countries listed in section 620 {f) : 

ASSISTANCE TO COMMUNIST COUNTRIES BY SELECTED UNITED NATIONS SYSTEM PROGRAMS 
[Country-by-(()untry breakout] 

Development 
Program 

Children's 
Fund IAEA 

United Nations-

WMO/VCP World Food 
Program 

Human 
Settlements 

Capital 
Development 

Fund 
World 

Heritage 

Czechoslovakia.......................................................................... .............................. ..................... .................................. $370,000 ... .. ........... ...................... .......... yes ............................................. .. .......................................... .... ...... . 
North Korea ........... .. ....................... ................................................................................... ................................ .......... .. .. $2,810,000 .. ...................... $351,400 yes ....... .............................................................................................. . 

~~~:~ ~~~r~t-i~--~~~-~~~~~.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::·· .. ::::::::::::::::::::::::::: .................... ... ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ........ ... $512:ooo··:::::::::::::::::::::::: ....... $34s:soo··::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::· .. ······s13)71":::::::: :······· ······ 
Mongolia ......................... ..... ...... ........................... .......... ................................................ ........ ................................. ...... $752,000 $14,394 ........................ yes ..................................................................................................... . 
Albania ............................. ....................................... ... ................................................ .......................................... ............ $3 036 000 $161400 . . . . . . 
Bulgaria .................................................................................................................... ....................................................... S14$,794895:,oooooo ::::s:::5::.:1::5::8: .• ·6:::1::1::: ........ s.5 .. 9 .. 6 .. :.4 .. o .. o ..................... yesyes··· .. ··::::s:::1:·7_::1::.:7::6::1: :.:8.o:.o:::::_:_:_:_:_:_._:_ .. :_._:_:_:_:_:_:_:.:_·_.:.:_:_:_:_._:_._·:_:_:_:_:_:_:_:_:_: __ ::_·_.:_:_:_:_:_:_:_:_·_.:_:_·.·.·.·. ·.· .. ··.·_s_·_ s_·_ a_·_:_ o_·_a_·_o··· 

China (PRC) ...................................................................................................................................... .. .......................... .. 
Cuba. ............................................................................................................................................ .. ................................. 11,687,000 $40,952 $153,200 yes .................................................................................. . 
~~~~J~.~~~ ::::: ::::::::: ::::: :: :::::::::: ::: :: ::::: :: :: :::::: : ::: :: :::: :: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::: : : :: ::::: :::::::::::::::::::::: :: ::: :: ::::::::: :::: :::::::::::::::::: 1,076,000 ............. ........... $334,400 yes ... ............................................................... ......... ..... $65,000 
Romania .... ............................................................................................... .. ........................................... ........................... 91:,091 62~1:.~0~0~0 ::::$:::5::.:2::8::9::.:7::1:8:::: ~$~2~7~7:.~6~0~0 :::::::::::::::::yes:::::::::::::$:::2::5::.:7:0::8:::.3::0::0::::::::::::::::::$::4::6::.:0::0::0:::::::::::::::$:·2.::.:5::0:·0.: ::._._·.·.·.· ..... ·.~---~---~.-.:_~.--~---~.-. 
Vietnam ............... ........................................................................................................................................................... .. 
U.S.S.R........................... . .............................................. .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. . 

Totals ................ . ....... .................................................................. ........... ..... .............................. $38,031,000 $10,503,675 $2,724,000 (I) $197,470,100 $46,000 $16,271 $218,747 

• Unknown. 
Note. -We do not have expenditure figures for the World Meteorological Organization/Voluntary Cooperation Program. 

CONTRIBUTIONS BY COMMUNIST COUNTRIES TO SELECTED UNITED NATIONS SYSTEMS PROGRAMS 
[Country-by-(()untry breakout] 

Countries listed in section 620(1) : 
Czechoslovakia . . .. ..... .. . .................. ........... . . . . ... . . . . . ..... ....................................... . . . .. ........ ... .............. . .. .......................................... . 
North Korea.............. .. ... ................... ..... ... ... .... .... .... ........... ....... . ................................................................ .... ....... .. 
German Democratic Republic ..................... .. ...... .. .. .............................................. ... . .. ................................. ... ........... ............ . 
Hungary ........ ......... .. .................. ... ...................................... ...... .. ... ... ........ ....................... .... ... ............................ ... .............................. . 
Mongolia ....... . .......................................................................................................................................................... . 
Albania .. ........................... . .......................... ......... .... ............................ ................ . 
Bulgaria ......... . ................. ......................................... ................................................................................................................... ... ................ . 
China (PRC) ... . ... ........................................................................................................................... ........ ............ ...................... . 
Cuba ........... ....................................... . ....................................................................................... ....... ... ........ ................... .. .............. .. . 

Development Children's Fund 
Program 

$575,050 $82,576 
182,648 ........................ ... . 
384,586 107,692 
695,147 21,040 
172,880 3,529 

United Nations-

IAEA WMO/VCP 

$155,763 .... ............... . 

World Food 
Program 

9,500 ... ................................ . 
2~~:~~~ · ··········shooo·············s44o.ooo 

1.900 ............................... .. 
1,900 ..... .. ........................ . 

Capital 
Development 

Fund 

5,714 
670,000 

1,750,000 
784,000 

60,913 30,400 ........................ . 
350,000 ..................... .. ..... 130,000 600,000 ........ $144:928 
117,041 20,900 .................... . 2,500,000 23,0S8 
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CONTRIBUTIONS BY COMMUNIST COUNTRIES TO SELECTED UNITED NATIONS SYSTEMS PROGRAMS-Continued 

[Country-by-(Ountry breakout] 

Development 
Program Children's Fund 

United Nations-

IAEA WMO/VCP World Food 
Program 

Capital 
Development 

Fund 

~~fa~~~.~~~ ::::::::::::::::::::: : :: : :::::::::::::::::::::::::: : :: ::: : :: : : ::::::::::::: : ::: : ::: : :: : ::::::::::::::::::::::: : :::: : ::::::::: : :::::: : ::::::::: : ::::::: : :::::::::: : :::::::::::::::: : ::::::: : ::: : :::: : : : :::: : : ~~~:~~~ 2~~:~~~ 2~H~L:::::::::::: : :::::::: : :: : : .. .. ...... ... ~~~:~~~ .............. ... ~~:~~~ 
Romania ...................... .. .. ........ ................... ....... .. ........................... ...................................... ............................................ ................................ 550,491 12,244 .......................... ................................................................ ... ............ .. .. . 
Vietnam. .... . .. ..... .. .... ... .. ...................... ..................... .................................................................................... .. .. ............... ... ............... 12,000 6,000 ................. ..... ...... .. ...... ........ .. 10,000 1,000 
u.s.s.R I .. .. . .. .... ........................ ... . . .......................... ..................... .. ................ .... ............. . .. . . . .... .. .... .. .. ..... .................. .. .. ........... __ 2...:...,5_28-'-,84_6 __ 9_69...:...,o_99 _ ___.:2._67-'-7,6_95 __ 1...:...,44-'-4,-'-oo_o _ ... _ .... _ .... _ .... _ .... _ .... _ ... _ .... _ .... _ .... _ .... _ .... _ .... _ .. .. 

Totals ......................................................................................... .... .. ........................................................................... ............................... .. 9,116,856 2,034,331 3,522,769 1,646,000 4,090,000 257,796 

1 Includes contributions by U.S.S.R., Byelorussian S.S.R., Ukrainian S.S.R. 
Note.-These countries did not contribute to the United Nations Center on Human Settlements during the 1982-1983 biennium. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LOWERY of California. I yield 
to the chairman of the committee. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, while 
I personally may have some reserva
tion about the burden being placed on 
the President, I generally concur with 
the gentleman's amendment and I am 
prepared to accept it on this side. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LOWERY of California. I yield 
to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. We have ex
amined the amendment on this side, 
and the minority has no objection to 
the amendment. 

I might say that I strongly support 
the amendment and I urge my col
leagues to vote for it. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. I urge 
my colleagues to vote for this amend
ment. 

If this amendment were in effect in 
the last fiscal year, we would have 
saved some $64 million of U.S. taxpay
er money that would not flow through 
these organizations to Eastern bloc 
countries. 

Mr. ARMEY. I rise in strong support 
of this amendment for both practical 
and philosophical reasons. 

First, Mr. LOWERY's amendment is 
not intended to realign U.S. foreign 
policy. Its purpose is simply to close a 
dangerous and contradictory loophole. 
We, as a Nation, have already declared 
our unwillingness to assist the consoli
dation of Communist regimes by offer
ing low interest loans and favorable 
trade agreements. In fact, section 
620<f) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 already prohibits the appropria
tion of any aid to Communist coun
tries under the authority of that act. 

Although section 620(f) clearly pro
hibits the direct transfer of aid to 
Communist countries under the For
eign Assistance Act, we have allowed 
indirect transfer of funds through 
international organizations to which 
the United States is a member. Mr. 
LOWERY's amendment simply seeks to 
close this loophole and create a con
sistent U.S. foreign policy toward 
Communist countries. 

But even more importantly, this 
amendment reaffirms U.S. commit-

ment to basic human rights. Commu
nist countries systematically violates 
even the most basic human and politi
cal rights such as freedom of speech 
and the press. If we continue to offer 
low-interest loans, favorable trade 
agreements, as well as increased access 
to Western technology, we send a 
signal to the world that we no longer 
care about human rights. We cannot 
trivialize the human rights violations 
in Communist countries simply be
cause such violations have been going 
on for so long. 

Clearly, by proportionately reducing 
our contributions to international or
ganizations to the degree to which 
U.S. funds are going to Communist 
countries, we are still not able to 
assure that, technically, no U.S. funds 
are going to Communist countries. But 
we are making an important symbolic 
statement. 

If we are serious about our commit
ment to freedom across the globe, 
then we must continue to put pressure 
on the greatest violators of human 
rights: the Communist countries. That 
is why we must approve Mr. LowERY's 
amendment. For the sake of freedom 
and philosophical consistency we must 
continue to show our disdain for Com
munist repression. I urge all Members 
to seriously consider this amendment, 
and then vote their conscience. 

Thank you. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentle
man from California [Mr. LowERY]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HUNTER 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HUNTER: Page 

56, after line 7, insert the following new sec
tion: 
SEC. 410. BAN ON IMPORTING GOODS AND SERV

ICES FROM COUNTRIES SUPPORTING 
TERRORISM. 

<a> AuTHORITY.-The President may ban 
the importation into the United States of 
any good or service from any country which 
supports terrorism or terrorist organizations 
or harbors terrorists or terrorist organiza
tions. 

<b> DEFINITION.-For the purposes of sub
section <a>, the terms "terrorist" and "ter
rorist organizations" mean an individual, 
group, or any combination thereof which is 
involved in terrorism. 

Mr. HUNTER <during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California, 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, very 

simply, this tracks what the gentle
man from New York [Mr. GILMAN] has 
just done and extends the capability 
of the President to ban the importa
tion of goods or services from any 
country which would support terror
ism or terrorist organizations. 

I yield to the gentleman from Flori
da [Mr. FASCELL]. 

Mr. FASCELL. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, we have had an op
portunity to examine this amendment, 
and we are prepared to accept it on 
this side. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BROOMFIELD], the ranking minority 
Member. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
we have also had a chance to examine 
the amendment, and we also accept it 
on this side. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from California [Mr. HUNTER]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 

amendments to title IV? 
The Clerk will designate title V. 
The text of title V is as follows: 

TITLE V-INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS 
CONTROL 

SEC. 50I. AUTHORIZATIONS FOR INTERNATIONAL 
NARCOTICS CONTROL ASSISTANCE. 

Subsection fa)(J) of section 482 of the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961 is amended to 
read as follows: 

"fa)(J) To carry out the purposes of sec
tion 481, there are authorized to be appro
priated to the President $57,529,000 for 
fiscal year 1986 and $57,529,000 for fiscal 
year 1987. ". 
SEC. 502. DEVELOPMENT AND ILLICIT NARCOTICS 

PRODUCTION. 
Section 126fb) of the Foreign Assistance 

Act of 1961 is amended-
( 1J by inserting "and under chapter 4 of 

part II" immediately alter "this chapter"; 
and 
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(2J by inserting "(JJ" after "fbJ" and by 

adding at the end thereof the following new 
paragraph: 

"f2J The agency primarily responsible for 
administering this part may utilize re
sources for activities aimed at increasing 
awareness of the effects of production and 
trafficking of illicit narcotics on source and 
transit countries.". 
SEC. 503. REPORTS ON INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS 

CONTROL ASSISTANCE. 
Section 481 fbJ of the Foreign Assistance 

Act of 1961 is amended to read as follows: 
"fb)(JJ Not later than 45 days after the end 

of each calendar quarter, the President shall 
transmit to the Speaker of the House of Rep
resentatives, and to the Committee on For
eign Relations of the Senate, a report on the 
programming and obligation, on a calendar 
basis, of funds under this chapter prior to 
the end of that quarter. The last such report 
for each fiscal year shall include the aggre
gate obligations and expenditures made, 
and the types and quantity of equipment 
provided, on a calendar quarter basis, prior 
to end of that fiscal year-

" fA) to carry out the purposes of this chap
ter with respect to each country and each 
international organization receiving assist
ance under this chapter, including the cost 
of the United States personnel engaged in 
carrying out such purposes in each such 
country and with each such international 
organization; 

"fBJ to carry out each program conducted 
under this chapter in each country and by 
each international organization, including 
the cost of United States personnel engaged 
in carrying out each such program; and 

"fCJ for administrative support services 
within the United States to carry out the 
purposes of this chapter, including the cost 
of United States personnel engaged in carry
ing out such purposes in the United States. 

"f2J Not later than August 1 of each year, 
the President shall transmit to the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives, and to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate, a complete and detailed midyear 
report on the activities and operations car
ried out under this chapter prior to such 
date. Such midyear report shall include, but 
not be limited to, the status of each agree
ment concluded prior to such date with 
other countries carry out the purposes of 
this chapter.". 
SEC. 501. EXEMPTION FROM BAN ON INVOLVEMENT 

OF UNITED STATES PERSONNEL IN 
ARREST ACTIONS IN NARCOTICS CON
TROL EFFORTS ABROAD. 

Section 481 fcJ of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new paragraph: 

"(2) Paragraph flJ of this subsection shall 
not prohibit officers and employees of the 
United States from being present during 
direct police arrest actions with respect to 
narcotic control efforts in a foreign country 
to the extent that the Secretary of State and 
the government of that country agree to 
such an exemption. The Secretary of State 
shall report any such agreement to the Con
gress before the agreement takes effect.". 
SEC. 505. ANNUAL REPORTS ON INVOLVEMENT OF 

OTHER COUNTRIES IN ILLICIT DRUG 
TRAFFIC. 

Section 481feJ of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new paragraph: 

"(6) Each report pursuant to this subsec
tion shall describe the involvement, during 
the preceding fiscal year, of any foreign gov
ernment in illicit drug trafficking, includ
ing-

"(AJ the direct or indirect involvement of 
such government for any official thereof) in 
the production, processing, or shipment of 
narcotic and psychotropic drugs and other 
controlled substances, and 

"fBJ any other activities of such govern
ment for any official thereof) which have fa
cilitated illicit drug trafficking. ". 
SEC. 506. PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS TO DEFEND 

AIRCRAFT INVOLVED IN NARCOTICS 
CONTROL EFFORTS. 

Of the funds available to carry out chapter 
2 of part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 (relating to grant military assistance), 
not less than $1,000,000 for each of the fiscal 
years 1986 and 1987 shall be made available 
to arm, for defensive purposes, aircraft used 
in narcotic control eradication or interdic
tion efforts. The Committee on Foreign Af
fairs of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate shall be notified of the use of any 
such funds for that purpose at least 15 days 
in advance in accordance with the repro
gramming procedures applicable under sec
tion 634A of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961. 

lion targets for the calendar year 1986 con
tained in its August 1983 narcotics control 
agreements with the United States; and 

fBJ the remaining 50 percent may be pro
vided at any time after the President certi
fies to the Congress that the Government of 
Bolivia fully achieved the eradication tar
gets for the calendar year 1986 contained in 
its August 1983 narcotics control agreements 
with the United States. 
SEC. 510. UPPER HUALLAGA VALLEY PROJECT IN 

PERU. 

Funds authorized to be appropriated for 
fiscal year 198 7 to carry out chapter 1 of 
part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
(relating to development assistance) may be 
made available for the project of the Agency 
for International Development in the Upper 
Huallaga Valley of Peru only if the Adminis
trator of that Agency, after consultation 
with the Congress, determines that a com
prehensive review of that project has been 
completed which establishes the effective
ness of that project in reducing and eradi
cating coca leaf production, distribution, 
and marketing in the Upper Huallaga 
Valley. 

SEC. 50'1. REQUIREMENT FOR COST-SHARING IN 
INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL SEC. 511. CONDITIONS ON ESFASSISTANCE TO JAMAI-
ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS. CA. 

Section 482 of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

"fdJ Assistance may be provided under 
this chapter to a foreign country only if the 
country provides assurances to the Presi
dent, and the President is satisfied, that the 
country will provide at least 25 percent of 
the costs of any narcotics control program, 
project, or activity for which such assist
ance is to be provided. The costs borne by 
the country may include 'in-kind' contribu
tions.". 
SEC. 508. PROHIBITION ON USE OF FOREIGN ASSIST

ANCE FOR REIMBURSEMENTS FOR 
DRUG CROP ERADICATIONS. 

Chapter 8 of part I of the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961 is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new section: 
"SEC. 183. PROHIBITION ON USE OF FOREIGN ASSIST

ANCE FOR REIMBURSEMENTS FOR 
DRUG CROP ERADICATIONS. 

"Funds made available to carry out this 
Act may not be used to reimburse persons 
whose illicit drug crops are eradicated.". 
SEC. 509. CONDITIONS ON ASSISTANCE TO BOLIVIA. 

Assistance under chapter 4 of part II of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (relating to 
the economic support fund) may be provided 
to Bolivia for fiscal years 1986 and 1987 
only under the following conditions: 

f1J Of the amount of assistance allocated 
for Bolivia/or fiscal year 1986-

fAJ up to 25 percent may be provided at 
any time after the President certifies to the 
Congress that the Government of Bolivia 
has enacted legislation which prohibits 
more than two hectares of coca production 
per family; and 

fBJ the remaining 75 percent may be pro
vided at any time subsequent to a certifica
tion pursuant to subparagraph fA) if the 
President certifies to the Congress that the 
Government of Bolivia achieved the eradi
cation targets for the calendar year 1985 
contained in its August 1983 narcotics con
trol agreements with the United States. 

f2J Of the amount of assistance allocated 
for Bolivia/or fiscal year 1987-

fAJ up to 50 percent may be provided at 
any time after the President certifies to the 
Congress that during the first 6 months of 
calendar year 1986 the Government of Bo
livia achieved at least half of the eradica-

Of the funds allocated for Jamaica for 
fiscal year 1986 under chapter 4 of part II of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
$5,000,000 shall be withheld from obligation 
until the President certifies to the Congress 
that the Government of Jamaica has pre
pared, presented, and committed itself to a 
comprehensive plan or strategy for the con
trol and reduction of illicit cultivation, pro
duction, processing, transportation, and dis
tribution of marijuana within a specifically 
stated period of time. 
SEC. 512. REALLOCATION OF FUNDS IF CONDITIONS 

NOT MET. 

If any of the funds described in sections 
509, 510, and 511 are not used for the coun
try for which they were allocated because the 
conditions specified in those sections are 
not met, the President shall reprogram those 
funds in order to provide additional assist
ance to countries which have taken signifi
cant steps to halt illicit drug production or 
trafficking. 
SEC. 513. CONDITIONS ON UNITED STATES CONTRIBU

TIONS TO THE UNITED NATIONS FUND 
FOR DRUG ABUSE CONTROL. 

Funds authorized to be appropriated by 
section 482faJ of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 (relating to international narcotics 
control assistance) tor fiscal year 1986 and 
for fiscal year 1987 may be used/or a contri
bution to the United Nations Fund for Drug 
Abuse Control only if that organization in
cludes in its crop substitution projects a 
plan for cooperation with the law enforce
ment forces of the host country. 
SEC. 511. NARCOTICS CONTROL EFFORTS IN BRAZIL. 

The Secretary of State shall enter into ne
gotiations with the Government of Brazil in 
order to establish a bilateral narcotics con
trol agreement. Such agreement shall have 
as a goal a 10 percent reduction in illicit 
coca production in Brazil in calendar year 
1986. 
SEC. 515. LATIN AMERICAN REGIONAL NARCOTICS 

CONTROL ORGANIZATION. 

(a) FEASIBILITY STUDY.-The Secretary of 
State, acting through the Assistant Secretary 
of State for International Narcotics Matters, 
shall conduct a study of the feasibility of es
tablishing a regional organization in Latin 
America which would combat narcotics pro
duction and trafficking through regional in-
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formation-sharing and a regional enforce
ment unit. 

fb) REPORT.-No later than six months 
ajter the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall report to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs of the House of Representa
tives and the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions of the Senate on the advisability of en
couraging the establishment of such an or
ganization. 
SEC. 516. GREATER EFFORT BY UNITED STATES 

ARMED FORCES TO SUPPORT NARCOT
ICS CONTROL EFFORTS ABROAD. 

No later than 60 days after the date of en
actment of this Act, the President shall 
report to the Congress on why the United 
States Armed Forces should not exert greater 
effort in facilitating and supporting inter
ception of narcotics trajjickers, and in gath
ering narcotics-related intelligence, outside 
the United States. 
SEC. 517. CUBAN DRUG TRAFFICKING. 

(a) FINDINGs.-The Congress finds that
(1) the subject of the flow, use, and control 

of narcotic and psychotropic substances is a 
matter of great international importance; 

(2) the problem of drug abuse and drug 
trajficking continues to worsen throughout 
most parts of the world; 

(3) the concerns of the governments of 
many countries have become manifest in 
several bilateral and multilateral narcotics 
control projects; 

(4) United Nations agencies monitor and 
apply controls on the flow and use of drugs 
and coordinate multilateral efforts to con
trol production, trajjicking, and abuse of 
drugs; 

(5) the United Nations Fund for Drug 
Abuse Control funds narcotics projects 
throughout the world and has been a vehicle 
since 1971 for multilateral implementation 
of narcotics control and reduction pro
grams; 

(6) the International Narcotics Control 
Board is charged with monitoring compli
ance with the Single Convention on Narcot
ic Drugs, 1961, and the Convention on Psy
chotropic Substances, and Cuba is a party 
to both Conventions,· 

(7) the United Nations Commission on 
Narcotic Drugs is responsible for formulat
ing policies, coordinating activities, super
vising the implementation of international 
conventions, and making recommendations 
to governments for international drug con
trol; 

(8) the promotion of drug abuse and par
ticipation in drug trajficking is universally 
considered egregious criminal behavior 
wherever it occurs, whether it occurs locally, 
nationally, or internationally; 

(9) a Federal grand jury of the United 
States has indicted Jour prominent Cuban 
officials on charges of conspiring to smuggle 
drugs into the United States; 

(10) United States Government officials 
have testified at several congressional hear
ings that the Government of Cuba is facili
tating the flow of illicit drugs into the 
United States in order to obtain hard cur
rency, support guerrilla/terrorist activities, 
and undermine United States society; and 

(11) such alleged conduct on the part of 
the Government of Cuba would be injurious 
to the world community and counter to the 
general principle of international law that 
no country has the right to use or permit the 
use of its territory in such a manner as to 
injure another country or persons therein. 

(b) RECOMMENDED ACTIONS.-lt is the sense 
of the Congress that the President should

(1) acting through the Permanent Repre
sentative of the United States to the United 

Nations, take such steps as may be necessary 
to place the question of the involvement by 
the Government of Cuba in illicit drug traj
ficking on the agenda of the United Nations; 

(2) acting through the Representative of 
the United States to the Organization of 
American States, request the Organization 
of American States to consider this question 
as soon as possible; and 

( 3) request other appropriate internation
al organizations and international forums 
to consider this question. 

(c) REPORT.-The President shall report to 
the Congress on the actions taken pursuant 
to this section. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. 
FoLEY] having assumed the chair, Mr. 
AuCoiN, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Commit
tee, having had under consideration 
the bill <H.R. 1555) to amend the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961, the Arms 
Export Control Act, and the Agricul
tural Trade Development and Assist
ance Act of 1954, to authorize develop
ment and security assistance programs 
for fiscal year 1986, and for other pur
poses, had come to no resolution 
thereon. 

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFER
EES TO INSIST ON PROVISION 
PROVIDING FOR CERTAIN 
FULL COST-OF-LIVING ADJUST
MENTS IN HOUSE AMENDMENT 
TO SENATE CONCURRENT RES
OLUTION 32, BUDGET FOR U.S. 
GOVERNMENT FOR FISCAL 
YEARS 1986, 1987, AND 1988 
Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 

offer a privileged motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. KANJORSKI moves that, pursuant to 

the provisions of clause l<b) of Rule 
XXVIII, the managers on the part of the 
House at the conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the House 
amendment to the bill Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 32 be instructed to insist on the 
House provisions providing for full cost-of
living adjustments for Social Security re
cipients, federal military and civilian retir
ees, black lung recipients, railroad retirees, 
and recipients of VA compensation and pen
sions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KANJORSKI] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
present this privileged motion to in
struct the House conferees for the sole 
purpose of establishing, once and for 
all, the feelings in the House of Repre
sentatives as they apply to the 
COLA's, the cost-of-living adjust
ments, to not only Social Security, but 
to such programs as Federal and civil
ian pensions, to black lung, to veter
ans' pensions, and to all entitlement 
programs of the United States. 

It seems to me that it is very clear 
that in these last 6 months this Con
gress has attempted to reconcile the 
positions of the House budget with 
that of the Senate and the administra
tion. As late as yesterday, we were pre
pared to offer this motion to instruct 
but withheld the same at the request 
of the leadership of this party and the 
leadership of the House for the pur
poses of seeing whether or not the 
conferees and the White House and 
the Senate could work out their differ
ences. 

We had a press conference yesterday 
at 2 o'clock, in which I participated 
with a former Member of this House, 
Mr. James Roosevelt of California. He 
presented to the Members of the 
House of Representatives over 2 mil
lion signatures of senior citizens and 
others across this country requesting 
that once and for all they find out 
whether or not their cost-of-living ad
justments will be made a part of this 
budget. 

When I returned to my office yester
day, Mr. Speaker, I read a letter from 
a 63-year-old lady, and she said in that 
letter to me: 

I feel deeply within that my letter to you 
will be considered. I am crippled. I cannot 
walk one step without the aid of a walker. I 
have had arthritis for 18 years, had to force 
retirement in 1972. I live alone. I am 63 
years of age. I depend on my Social Securi
ty, believe me. My Social Security is $396 a 
month. I became very concerned when I 
heard about the freeze of Social Security 
and perhaps cutting Social Security. I pray 
that you will voice your disapproval of 
either move. 

She further says: 
I ask for nothing. But I must say that our 

President does not feel for the needy in our 
own country. The veterans and Social Secu
rity are being threatened in every breath, 
and yet millions of dollars can be given 
away to other countries. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not a unique 
feeling and it is not a unique expres
sion of frustration of the elder Ameri
cans and those we promised to help so 
much over the last 50 years as we 
move into the celebration of the 50 
years of the Social Security Program. 

In the late 1970's, this House, this 
Government, and this country made 
programs and adjustments to the 
Social Security Program to adequately 
provide for our retirees, and they were 
told that they need not worry until 
the 21st century. 
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In 1981, cuts in adjustments were 
again made and there was a reaction 
and a question of faith expressed 
across this country by the senior citi
zens and the recipients of entitlement 
programs. In 1983, a commission ap
pointed by the President and ultimate
ly its recommendation adopted by this 
House and the Senate, and they are 
now law, did cut and provide for meas-
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ures to make Social Security more ten
able and supposedly secure through 
2020. 

Now, in 1985, again the President 
and the majority party of the U.S. 
Senate want to revisit the retirees of 
America. It is reasonable to say that 
we do have deficit problems. It is rea
sonable to say that we have differ
ences of opinion on how to balance the 
budget or to cut the deficit. But, Mr. 
Speaker, I ask whether or not it is rea
sonable for this Congress' Representa
tives of the people not to stand by the 
people and stand by the pledges made 
by the Members of this House and the 
candidates for election in 1984 when 
we promised we would no longer 
attack or cut Social Security or the 
other COLA benefits of the entitle
ment programs of this Nation. 

But here we are again in 1985, and 
here we are again with frightened 
Americans throughout this land; 2 mil
lion of them petitioned Congress yes
terday, and 114,000 that live in my 
11th District of Pennsylvania. But it is 
not only the 114,000 Social Security 
recipients I am here for, it is the 
14,000 railroad retirement recipients; 
it is the 19,000 black lung recipients; it 
is the 3,000 Federal pension recipients; 
it is the 2,000 military recipients that 
live in my area, and it is the many 
thousands of veterans that are receiv
ing pension and benefits from this 
Government that are at risk. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time that the U.S. 
House of Representatives makes it 
very clear as to where each and every 
Member stands. In our process of gov
ernment, we run for office and we rep
resent the people in our districts. We 
have made representations to these 
people. It would now be an act of cour
age if we stand by those representa
tions. It is not an act of courage to run 
for office in one breath and make 
promises not to cut entitlement pro
grams, not to balance the budget or 
cut the deficits on the back of the 
senior citizens in the entitlement pro
grams, and then to walk down here to 
Washington 6 months later and be 
talking about doing the same thing. 

Mr. Speaker, I am here on behalf of 
Pennsylvania, the third highest hit 
state in Social Security and entitle
ment programs, second and third only 
to New York and California. 

I am here to say that we need an up
or-down vote in the U.S. House of 
Representatives today, and we need 
that vote to express our confidence in 
the conferees on the Budget Commit
tee on the part of the House, and 
Chairman BILL GRAY, Majority Leader 
WRIGHT, and to Speaker O'NEILL, and 
to all the leadership on this side of the 
aisle, that we made a promise and that 
we have abided by the promise, and 
now we are willing to put that promise 
in the nature of a rollcall vote up or 
down on all the COLA's and all the en-

titlement programs that we are facing 
in this budget year. 

I will, before the expiration of this 
hour, ask for the previous question, 
and I will ask for a rollcall vote on this 
issue. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I yield to the gen
tleman for debate purposes only. 

Mr. LATTA. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Speaker, let me say, first of all, 

as one of the conferees I do not think 
that we have to be instructed on this 
issue. I think that the House position 
and now the Senate position is pretty 
well known. But I am wondering 
whether or not the gentleman would 
permit an amendment to his motion to 
provide further that the conferees be 
instructed to insist on the House posi
tion on the cost-of-living adjustments 
throughout, not only the ones the gen
tleman listed, but throughout, and 
further, in order to achieve the largest 
possible deficit reduction package and 
to adopt a budget path that will lead 
the Nation toward a balanced budget, 
the managers on the part of the House 
are instructed to adopt additional do
mestic savings to guarantee that the 
$28 billion in savings that are lost by 
insisting on the House position are re
alized through additional spending re
straints. 

Simply put, this would merely say 
that we are going to go the route that 
the gentleman is suggesting, go the 
route that the House has done, but we 
are going to have the savings from 
other domestic programs. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I do not wish to 
confuse the issue. I think that we 
should have a very clear issue before 
the House, up or down on the COLA's. 
The gentleman is perfectly under the 
rules, able to offer those instructions 
at another time. 

At this point, the maker of this 
motion wants to hold and contain the 
issue as specifically set forth in the 
motion read from the Chair. But I 
want to answer one thing: I do not 
want to suggest, to my best knowledge, 
I have not heard a statement from 
Senator DoLE any different than I 
heard this morning on national televi
sion that he still believes that the 
COLA's are on the edge of the table, 
and the message I am trying to send to 
him today is that they have fallen 
clearly off the table, and they are on 
the floor, and they are no longer to be 
considered. 

Mr. LATTA. If the gentleman would 
yield further, I do not think there is 
anything to be debated on that. I be
lieve they are off the table; there is 
not any question about that or I would 
not be asking the gentleman to yield 
at this point. 

It is absolutely essential, and cer
tainly the gentleman knows this, that 
we have at least $50 billion in reduc
tions from the deficit. If we take out 

this amount of money we have got to 
make it up someplace else. That is all 
we are saying. We ought to insist that 
our conferees take that money out 
someplace else. 

We cannot have our cake and eat it 
too; we cannot go out across the coun
try and say we are for deficit reduc
tion when we have an opportunity to 
vote on it right here on instruction to 
these conferees. Now, I understand 
the gentleman's position; he does not 
want to confuse the issue, but we are 
not confusing the issue by saying 
when you take it out here, you have 
got to put it back in here or you do not 
come up with the $50 billion in reduc
tions. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I have implicit 
faith that the gentleman being a 
member of the conferees that he has 
the ability to accomplish that fact for 
the House. We do not want to restrict 
that, but specifically I do not want to 
confuse this issue. I want the Ameri
can people to know where each elected 
Member of the U.S. House of Repre
sentatives stands on the COLA prob
lem. I want them to be able to take 
that record and compare it to their 
prior pledges in the 1984 election, and 
I want to be able to say to the Ameri
can people that when we run for office 
as the House of the people and we 
make a commitment, they are entitled 
to know whether or not we are going 
to stand by that commitment during 
our term of office. It is the confusion 
that has occurred over the last three 
Congresses on this specific issue that 
have put the elderly citizens in Amer
ica in a state of anxiety. I want to 
remove them from that state so that 
anyone here that has their opportuni
ty to express their position on the 
COLA's make it a matter of record 
today and to be held to that as long as 
this Congress stands in session. I do 
not want to confuse by accepting any 
amendments to this. I specifically 
drafted the language to have an up or 
down vote on the COLA's. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I will yield for 
debate purposes only. 

Mr. LATTA. Let me say to the gen
tleman that we are in perfect agree
ment with what you are doing, but you 
are only taking part in half of the 
problerr ... The other half is picking up 
the money that is going to be lost 
through this procedure that the gen
tleman is for. So we have got to do 
that, and if we do not instruct the con
ferees to do that, we might just come 
up short. 

I notice the chairman of the Budget 
Committee just came on the floor, and 
I am sure he will agree that we have 
got to look for other areas in order to 
come up with these reductions. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I have implicit 
faith in BILL GRAY and the conferees 
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and I am sure he will do that. But on 
this particular issue, I want a straight 
up or down vote on the COLA's so 
that we know where the Members of 
this House, and that all Americans 
who are entitled to these programs or 
are interested in these programs know 
where we stand today. 

Mr. LATTA. If the gentleman will 
yield further, under the rules of the 
House, we cannot amend your motion 
unless you agree to it. So let me 
inform the House now that we will 
vote on the gentleman's motion, but 
then I will offer a subsequent motion 
to do the whole job. That is to come 
up with the savings that are needed to 
be saved in order to come up with at 
least $50 billion in reductions. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Under the rules, I 
understand the gentleman has the 
right to do that. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
FAZIO]. 
PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIA

TIONS TO FILE A PRIVILEGED REPORT ON A 
BILL MAKING APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE LEGIS
LATIVE BRANCH FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 1986 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on 
Appropriations may have until mid
night tonight to file a privileged 
report on a bill making appropriations 
for the legislative branch for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1986, and 
for other purposes. · 

Mr. LEWIS of California reserved all 
points of order on the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman will state his parliamentary 
inquiry. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, it has 
now been discussed on the floor that 
the gentleman from Ohio would be en
titled to offer an amendment or to 
offer another motion to instruct. 

Mr. Speaker, is it the intention of 
the Chair to allow the gentleman from 
Ohio to offer that motion immediately 
following the disposal of the motion of 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania? 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Subse

quent to the disposition of the motion 
to instruct by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI], the 
Chair could recognize another 
Member for the purpose of offering 
another privileged motion to instruct. 

Mr. WALKER. And that would 
occur immediately after the vote on 
the Kanjorski motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman is correct. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I am very glad to be 
here to discuss one particular thing. I 
think the House of Representatives 
should go on record as to what it is 
going to do and what its intentions are 
in regard to Social Security and the 
COLA's at stake. 

Last election, most of the Members 
of this House went out, went before 
senior citizens' groups, and pledged 
support. Not only did many Members 
of this House do that, the President of 
the country laid to rest any of the 
doubts of the American people, specifi
cally the senior citizens, that Social 
Security would not be touched. 

I think it has been stated on the 
floor before the exact quote that the 
President used. He says, and I quote: 

A President should never say never, but I 
am going to break the rule and I am going 
to say never. I never would tamper with 
Social Security. 

Or rhetoric along those lines. Well, 
Members of the House, there seems to 
have been a change and now we are at 
a particular point where we are dis
cussing where we are supposedly going 
to get the money. I think at issue here 
is what is the Members' position on 
Social Security and other COLA's. It 
should be documented, put on the 
record, so it can be scrutinized by the 
American public as to what our posi
tion really is. 

Second, I heard some talk about a 
balanced budget. As a freshman going 
through the last campaign, that was 
one of the most conservative, critical 
issues that was expounded upon, a bal
anced budget. History states that Con
gress in the 98th session passed a Bal
anced Budget Act here in the House of 
Representatives. That Balanced 
Budget Act was voted down in the 
other body, and certainly if it was 
voted down in the other body, it had 
the support of the President. 

Ladies and gentleman, if this House 
right now would, under its circum
stances, have a constitutional amend
ment for a balanced budget, they 
would raise taxes. We are talking 
about $50 billion. The best deficit-re
duction program we have is $56 billion, 
and it came from the House. 

Let us get serious here. Something is 
going to have to give. Even with a $56 
billion reduction, America will tack on 
a $144 billion projected to its already 
staggering national debt. 

So, I think the question is here, and 
I do not mean to denigrate the inten
tions of the gentleman from Ohio, but 
the question is: It is not an issue of 
where the money is going to come 
from. It is what are the priorities and 
where that money is going to be devel
oped. Social Security has had a sur
plus, from what I understand, unless 

there is some change. That decision to 
freeze Social Security COLA's will put 
half a million senior citizens in pover
ty. The poverty level of this country is 
reflecting that of the 1960's and we 
are beginning to read newspaper arti
cles where buildings are getting 
burned down and there is social 
unrest. Is there any wonder about it? 
The rich are getting richer and the 
poor are getting poorer and America is 
frustrated and turning at the seams. 

My position is quite clear. As far as 
this particular motion to instruct is 
concerned, anybody who ran their 
rhetoric during the last campaign on 
their position on COLA's and Social 
Security and the other COLA's that 
affect so many constituents who have 
come to us, and so many of us, I am 
sure, who have stated, "We will do all 
we can to protect your interests," at 
election time, I might add, now you 
have a chance to put your vote on 
record where they can take a look at 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD or pick up 
the paper that qualified that vote and 
say you either did or did not. 

That is what the issue is about. I 
think everyone here is concerned 
about those deficits. I am concerned 
about them, too, but let us not put 
them on the back of people. I am very 
glad to say I am proud to support this 
motion. I would hope that Members of 
the House would come over, vote their 
conscience, put it down on record, and 
send a message to these conferees 
where the House is going to stand, and 
hopefully that group in the other 
body will take a look at that military 
budget, because I am hoping the 
House says, "We are not going to 
budget on our priorities; we expect 
you to budget." I think that can 
happen. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. MANTON]. 

Mr. MANTON. I thank the gentle
man for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise in 
support of the motion offered by my 
colleague, the gentleman from Penn
sylvania, to instruct regarding cost-of
living adjustments. It is essential that 
the House budget conferees are stead
fast in their support of providing a 
cost-of-living adjustment for Social Se
curity beneficiaries, Federal civilian 
and military retirees, railroad retire
ment beneficiaries, and black lung pro
grams. 

Over the past few weeks, my office 
has been flooded with calls and letters 
from my constituents who are con
cerned with the fate of their COLA's. 
The cost-of-living adjustment is an es
sential part of Social Security, as well 
as other retirement programs. The 
cost-of-living adjustment has played a 
key role in reducing the incidence of 
poverty among the elderly. 
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The House thoroughly debated the 

question of COLA's during or consider
ation of the first budget resolution. 
The House strongly rejected an at
tempt to deny Social Security benefici
aries their COLA. I think the House's 
position on the questions of COLA's is 
clear, and it is appropriate for the 
House conferees to remain faithful on 
this question in light of the strong 
feeling in this body. We all realize the 
importance of reducing the Federal 
deficit. And we recognize that this is a 
time when sacrifices must be made. 
However, the House budget resolution 
contained a sense of fairness that 
should be maintained in any compro
mise worked out with the other body. 
I strongly urge my colleagues to sup
port this motion. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, how 
much time do we have remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will advise the gentleman that 
he has 38 minutes remaining. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
wish to yield to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GRAY], the eminent 
chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the House, but before I 
yield I want to say that as a Pennsyl
vanian, a freshman member of that 
delegation, it was with honor that I 
saw Mr. GRAY elected by this House 
and by our caucus as chairman of that 
great committee. I think he has done a 
superlative job of which I am proud 
and I know every Member of the 
Pennsylvania delegation on both sides 
of the aisle are extremely proud. 

It is in support of the effort that the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has 
made toward resolving the deadlock on 
the budget that I offered my motion 
today. It is also for the purpose of 
strengthening his hand in any future 
negotiations that we clearly set aside 
to the other body and to the President 
the position of the House of Repre
sentatives. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. GRAY] for purposes of 
debate only. 

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker and distinguished col
leagues, I come before the House com
pletely understanding the motives of 
my colleagues, both my colleague from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI], as 
well as the distinguished ranking 
member of the Committee on the 
Budget, the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. LATTA]. 
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What they simply want to do is ask 

us to go on record and really restate 
what we have already stated several 
weeks ago, and that is that the House 
bipartisanly supports full funding of 
the cost-of-living adjustments for 
Social Security and the COLA unit. I 

would remind the House that the 
budget that came from the committee 
which I chair held that position, as 
well as the Republican leadership in 
the substitute offered by the gentle
man from Ohio [Mr. LATTA], and as 
well as the Republican substitute of
fered by the 92d class. Thus, when we 
look at the vote on the two other 
propositions during that debate, the 
Leath amendment and also the Danne
meyer amendment, we see that over
whelmingly the House has already 
made its will known. We who are con
ferees and who are involved at this 
very critical juncture of the confer
ence in negotiating understand clearly 
that the House has given bipartisan 
support of Social Security for our el
derly and our veterans. 

I would simply say to both of my col
leagues, the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. KANJORSKI] and the gentle
man from Ohio [Mr. LATTA], that after 
this debate I would hope that neither 
one of them would call upon the 
House to vote on these motions to in
struct, which are, as I understand it, 
nonbinding. 

Second, let me state at this critical 
moment that I do not know that Mem
bers are aware that this morning we 
had a 2-hour meeting with the Presi
dent of the United States, and in that 
meeting the President suggested a 
framework under which Senator Do
MENICI, as well as myself, agreed to try 
to work something out. What the 
President said was exactly this: 

First, he maintains his position; he 
would not support any revenues or 
taxes. 

Second, he was prepared to support 
the House position on defense outlays 
if the House would move toward the 
Senate in defense budget authority. 

Third, he was prepared to support 
the House position on Social Security 
and, I guess, keep the promise that he 
made last fall if we in the House were 
prepared to look for additional domes
tic cuts. 

That was the framework which he 
outlined that he was prepared to sup
port. I think the meeting was produc
tive. I assured the President that this 
committee chairman would come back 
and work with the members of the 
conference and the Budget Committee 
and the leadership of the House bi
partisanly to see if we could work in 
that framework. 

I believe that the passage of either 
one of these nonbinding instructions 
would hurt us at this critical juncture 
as we are moving forward. So I would 
say to my friend, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, as well as the ranking 
member, the gentleman from Ohio, 
that I would hope that after a debate 
in which we could express our will and 
we could reiterate our concerns, we 
would not have a vote and bind the 
conference at this particularly critical 
juncture, because as chairman I want 

to make it clear again that I support 
the House position on the House
passed budget, and, second, as chair
man, let me say we are going to come 
back here with a budget deficit reduc
tion package which at the last offer we 
made to the Senate was $57.75 billion. 
So already we are $1.5 billion higher 
than when we left, without touching 
the COLA's of our seniors or our vet
erans, and I would hope that the 
House would allow us to work our will 
on this matter. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. I yield 
to the distinguished gentleman from 
Florida. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I ask the 
distinguished committee chairman, is 
it not a fact that the House already 
went on record by a record vote of 
372-56 not to cut the COLA on Social 
Security when the budget was under 
consideration? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. GRAY] has expired. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 additional minute to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GRAY]. 

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, the distinguished gentleman 
from Florida, the chairman of the 
Committee on Rules, is absolutely 
right. If one were to look at one of 
those votes as really a vote on COLA's, 
that would be true, but even if you 
took that vote that the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. PEPPER] has pointed 
to and combined it with the vote on 
the Dannemeyer amendment, there 
was a total of about 95 Members of 
the House who were willing to freeze, 
cut, or reduce Social Security in some 
way. 

So, I think it is very clear that we 
have a bipartisan position, the chair
man is ready to support it, and I think 
at this critical juncture, when the 
President is coming into the process, it 
might not be helpful at this time. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. I yield 
to the distinguished ranking minority 
member of the Budget Committee, the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LATTA]. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my chairman for yielding, and I say 
that I agree with everything he said. 

Let me say that I was not prepared 
to offer such an amendment had it not 
been that the motion to instruct was 
being made by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, which was only half a 
loaf, I thought. The chairman has as
sured me that we are going to make up 
additional reductions in domestic pro
grams for what we lose in Social Secu
rity, and I take him at his word. But to 
only have half a loaf before the 
House, I thought, was improper, and I 
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certainly am not going to ask for a 
record vote. But I cannot tell the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania what to do. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. GRAY] has again expired. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield an additional 30 seconds to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GRAYJ. 

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I just want to say to the gen
tleman from Ohio, who was part of 
the meeting this morning with the 
President, that certainly I believe he 
understands this is a critical juncture. 
I think if we do not break the logjam 
within the next week and a half, the 
door of opportunity for a conference 
report and a budget will be closed. 

I want to say to my colleague, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KANJORSKI], that I know where he 
stands on this issue. He is very strong
ly supportive of the COLA's for our 
veterans and for our elderly, and I 
want him to know that this chairman 
is prepared to defend the House bipar
tisan position which has been made 
clear not only by the leadership but 
also by the conferees and by the Mem
bers on the other side of the aisle, par
ticularly the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. LATTA] and the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. KEMP]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. GRAY] has again expired. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania yield 
additional time? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 30 additional seconds to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania, for debate 
purposes only. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. I yield 
to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. SPEAKER, in order that my in
tentions are not misinterpreted, if the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania insists 
on a record vote on his amendment or 
his motion, then I will have to insist 
on one on mine. 

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I would just simply say to my 
friend and colleague, the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. LATTA], for whom I 
have great respect, that I would hope 
that if he does that, that when he 
offers his amendment, he would 
change the $28 billion to $23 billion, 
because actually the last offer from 
the Senate on Social Security was a 
$23 billion offer and not a $28 billion 
offer. 

But I would just hope again that we 
would have this debate and maybe 
there would be reconsideration be
cause we are at this critical juncture. I 
want to assure the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, who I know is very sup
portive, that I as chairman will main
tain the House position and we will 

come back with a budget we can all 
vote for. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no question 
about the gentleman's integrity in this 
matter and his forcefulness in usher
ing through the conference and 
through this House ultimately the 
best budget we can get. But did the 
President of the United States say 
that he would not ask for the cut in 
COLA's on black lung? 

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, if the gentleman will yield, as 
I understood our conversation today, I 
say to the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. KANJORSKI], that what the 
President said was that he was willing 
to change his position if we, the 
Senate and the House, could work out 
an agreement on the budget that had 
these four principles: First, no new 
revenues; the defense figure of the 
House outlay; moving toward the 
Senate budget authority; and on 
Social Security he would come to the 
House position, and also on the other 
COLA issues, black lung, veterans, 
Federal retirees, and military retirees. 
The question was raised at one point 
about separating military and Federal 
civilian retirees from the rest of the 
package. At no time did anyone sug
gest that the Black Lung Program 
would be frozen or diminished. It was 
felt very clearly that black lung, veter
ans, and Social Security would remain. 

Now, when that question was raised 
about Federal civilian and military, 
there was a consensus that nothing 
should be done; it should be treated as 
one unit and thus totally removed. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. BIAGGI], for debate 
purposes only. 

Mr. BlAGG!. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time, and I also would like to take this 
opportunity to congratulate the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania for offering 
this motion because clearly the ques
tion on COLA's is a critical issue. 

As an original member of the House 
Select Committee on Aging, together 
with my illustrious colleague, Senator 
CLAUDE PEPPER, I have been an advo
cate of cost-of-living adjustments since 
the process began. We know that the 
issue is critical at this point. We know 
it is a bone of extreme contention. But 
to ask the seniors once again to 
assume the responsibility of sacrificing 
on their cost-of-living increase is, I 
think, unconscionable. Let us call this 
issue straight. The Senate budget reso
lution calls for a freeze. A freeze 
means simply no COLA in 1986. 

If the cost of living as passed by this 
House in an overwhelming fashion is 
not provided for the seniors, we will 
drive some 400,000 seniors into pover
ty. We called upon the elderly of our 
Nation once before, in 1983, during the 

great Social Security reform, to make 
a sacrifice, and they did because of 
their concern about the larger picture, 
which was the preservation of the 
Social Security system itself. 
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Happily, we were successful in that 

effort as a House and as a Congress. 
Now the Social Security system is 
secure for another 50 to 75 years, b' lt 
to attempt to link the budget defiCl~ 
and the COLA in my mind is a funda
mental sham. 

Clearly, the issue can be resolved. 
The House has spoken. There is a $56 
billion reduction in the House resolu
tion and the conferees clearly should 
be mandated to hold their position. 

Mr. Speaker, once again I commend 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. KANJORSKI] for his effort. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Connecticut [Mr. MORRISON]. 

<Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut 
asked and was given permission to 
revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut. 
Mr. Speaker, first, I would like to com
mend the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. KANJORSKI] for taking the 
initiative to get the House to go on 
record, once again, against a delay in 
the Social Security COLA. There is 
always a tendency with respect to in
structions to conferees to think that 
this in some way undermines the com
mittee involved or the conferees. I 
know that is not the gentleman's in
tention and would not be the intention 
of anyone who voted for this amend
ment. 

The singular nature of the Social Se
curity Program requires us to take this 
vote. The issue is our commitment to 
senior citizens and others who are de
pendent on Social Security to keep up 
with the cost of living. These are 
people who rely on Social Security 
month in and month out to pay their 
expenses. Those expenses go up with 
the cost of living no matter what else 
happens in the society. 

This is not about a big organization 
which can absorb cost increases. This 
is about individuals all around the 
country who need the cost-of-living in
creases in order to preserve their 
standards of living, a fundamental ele
ment of the Social Security Program. 

When we put the cost-of-living ad
justments into the Social Security 
system we created the security that 
initial benefits would keep up with in
flation, that the beneficiaries of this 
critical program would not see their 
benefit levels erode over time, thereby 
forcing them to choose between the 
essentials of life-food, shelter, and 
clothing-as the cost of living rose. 

If we believe in the security of Social 
Security, we need to have the cost-of
living increases. 
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Now, people will say that for 1 year 

we can do without them. But it is be
coming a habit, this proposal to cut 
the COLA's. A half-year cut just a few 
years ago, now the proposal of a full
year's cut. We know that many of the 
advocates of a freeze or reduction in 
the COLA's in the other body are 
looking for a permanent change. They 
proposed cutting the COLA perma
nently, so we ought not to be misled 
into thinking that this is just a 1-year 
proposal. 

Most importantly, a Social Security 
COLA freeze will not do anything 
about the budget deficit. All that we 
would succeed in doing would be to 
mask a continuing problem in the op
erating deficit. Social Security reve
nues do not contribute to the operat
ing budget. They are separate and 
apart. The Social Security taxes would 
not be saved, but borrowed and inter
est would have to be paid to cover 
whatever is borrowed from the Social 
Security trust fund. 

If adopted, this practice would only 
get worse. As Social Security starts to 
run great big surpluses in the 1990's, 
there will be this temptation to let the 
operating budget get further and fur
ther out of balance because of the 
availability of these funds. 

Let us not make that mistake. The 
budget-balancing process has to ad
dress imbalances between revenues 
and expenditures in the operating 
budget and not the trust fund ac
counts. 

Finally, this is just a masked tax in
crease. In 1983 this Congress raised 
Social Security taxes on workers and 
employers to make sure the money 
would be there to pay Social Security 
COLA's and benefits into the next 
century. If we now deny that cost-of
living increase, we will be taking those 
tax funds, paid for Social Security and 
dedicated to the Social Security fund, 
and using them to fight our operating 
deficit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Connecti
cut [Mr. MoRRISON] has expired. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 additional minute to the gen
tleman from Connecticut. 

Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut. 
Now, can you imagine how many votes 
we would get on this floor if we tried 
to impose a tax like the Social Securi
ty tax to resolve the budget deficit. 
Consider that the Social Security tax 
applies only to earned income and 
only to the first $39,600 of earned 
income. Businesses would pay this tax 
whether they were making money or 
losing money. What a terribly regres
sive way that would be to fight the 
deficit, and yet that is what a freeze 
on the COLA would mean. 

So for all those reasons, Mr. Speak
er, the gentleman's motion to instruct 
the conferees is a good one and I hope 
it will be supported by the House. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. DuRBIN], for purposes of 
debate only. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to say initially that I am standing 
here today to salute my colleague 
from Pennsylvania for what I consider 
to be a timely and important motion 
to be brought before the House of 
Representatives. 

I might also say that I join in the 
tribute paid to our colleague, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. BILL 
GRAY, who as chairman fo the House 
Budget Committee has an extraordi
nary responsibility and has in a bipar
tisan fashion dispatched it with the 
kind of effectiveness which we all 
hope to see. 

The issue before us today is what 
will become of Social Security in the 
closing weeks, the closing days, the 
closing hours of the debate on the 
1985 budget resolution for fiscal year 
1986. We have seen some major things 
occur. We have seen a significant 
debate on the floor of the House of 
Representatives. 

I think what the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] does 
today is to bring this issue squarely 
where it should be before the member
ship of the House of Representatives. 

It is clear with those of us who have 
reviewed the Social Security Program 
that it is running a healthy surplus 
today, that to cut benefits would only 
add to that surplus for one reason. Be
cause of our unitary budget, any addi
tional surplus in Social Security will 
make the rest of our budget deficit 
look that much better; so we are 
asking Social Security recipients, 
those who would vote to cut COLA's, 
for example, to take a cut in benefits 
so that our deficit looks better. I think 
that is irresponsible. 

I think we are asking those to pay 
the price who should not pay at all. 

I remember only 2 years ago stand
ing on this floor when we enacted sig
nificant Social Security reform and 
said to the recipients, "Sacrifice for 6 
months and we will put the Social Se
curity house in order." 

We did and we should not go back to 
that well. 

This is not a partisan issue, not by a 
long shot. Those who reviewed the 
rollcalls on all the budget resolutions 
before the House realize that there is 
very little sentiment within this House 
of Representatives on either side of 
the aisle to make cuts in Social Securi
ty. The Democrats here have spoken 
by an overwhelming majority against 
cutting Social Security. The Demo
crats in the other body, save one, said 
the same thing. 

What is significant as well, and I call 
the attention of the House to this, 
that on June 27 on the floor of this 
House the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
LIGHTFOOT] took the floor in a special 

order to announce a letter which he 
was sending on behalf of 67 Republi
can colleagues in the House to the 
Senator who is chairman of the 
Senate Budget Committee. He then 
read that letter, and I will quote from 
two passages where he said on behalf 
of himself and other Republican col
leagues: 

We believe that Social Security is not part 
of the deficit problem and are opposed to 
eliminating, reducing or postponing Social 
Security cost of living adjustments. 

He went on to read the letter and 
the 67 names of his Republican col
leagues who joined him. 

What we are doing here today with 
this motion to instruct conferees is to 
indicate to the 1976 candidate for Vice 
President that Social Security should 
not be left on the edge of the table. 
With the Kanjorski motion we are tip
ping the table so that Social Security 
is clearly off and we can set about the 
business of reducing the deficit as we 
should and leave the Social Security 
horse unflawed. 

Mr. BOULTER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DURBIN. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. BOULTER. Mr. Speaker, the 
letter that the gentleman refers to 
correctly states the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. LIGHTFOOT]. I am the 
author of that letter. I have it in my 
hand. 

I just feel like I am being instructed 
to stop beating my wife. I do not beat 
my wife. 

This is a bipartisan stand, as the 
gentleman correctly pointed out, as 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. KANJORSKI] does. 

Sure, there are some Republicans 
who are for freezing COLA's and I 
know some Democrats who are for 
freezing Social Security COLA's but 
most of us do not want to. 

I do not think we need instructing 
on this issue. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, if I may 
reclaim my time, I think the gentle
man will find it not only painless, but 
purgative, to vote for this motion to 
instruct conferees. Having read this 
letter, there is nothing in this motion 
the gentleman should find objection
able. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to my colleague, the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BoULTER] 
for debate purposes only. 

Mr. BOULTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

The gentleman knows that we 
worked together closely ever since we 
both got to this body. I fully agree 
with the gentleman on what he is 
saying about Social Security COLA's. 

I also agree with Chairman GRAY 
that the conferees do not need in
structing in the matter. 



18446 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 10, 1985 
I really think we are wasting a little 

time and delaying some real necessary 
business of the House. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GRAY] has 
stated that he wants to look at some 
of these nondefense domestic pro
grams to get some serious reductions. 
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To me, I think that that is the most 

critical issue that is facing us in reduc
ing the deficit, and I take the gentle
man at his word. I have observed him. 
I believe him. I believe it is very, very 
possible. 

We do not want to freeze COLA's for 
all of the reasons the gentleman has 
correctly stated, and I just think the 
motion is superfluous. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield back to me? 

Mr. BOULTER. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I understand we 
have worked together and I think we 
have tried to do things in a bipartisan 
effort. And you know, I am one of 
those fellows that listened to the 
debate of the President of the United 
States in October 1984, and he said 
"Never." And for 6 months, he has 
traumatized 150,000 constituents that 
live in my district, that do not know 
whether or not they are going to get 
their lousy 4 percent increase so that 
next year they could live at the same 
level that they lived at last year, and 
that is the reason for this. And it is 
not in any way to suggest that I do not 
have faith in the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GRAY] because I 
have the utmost faith in him. I have 
the utmost faith in the system that we 
are now pursuing 

But as late as this morning, Senator 
DOLE did not suggest that either the 
Social Security COLA's were off the 
table or any others. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair wishes 
to caution Members that references to 
Members of the other body and their 
position are not permitted under the 
rules. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, the 
speaker takes note. 

To the gentleman from Texas, I say 
I think I would normally say I would 
not want to take the time of the 
House. But I have to say something 
else. 

There were at least 2 nights where I 
stayed in that chair for 4 hours to alle
viate the Speaker of this House so 
that we could listen about an election 
process in one of the 50 States. And we 
went on, and on, and on ad infinitum 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. BOULTER] has expired. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

In response now, I would say that we 
are taking an hour today, and the only 
reason we are taking an hour today is 

once and for all I would like the House 
of Representatives to tell the senior 
citizens of America, and all of the 
other entitlement beneficiaries in 
America that no longer is the COLA a 
part of the deficit problem or the bal
ancing of the budget problem in 1985. 

Mr. WEBER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I yield to the gen
tleman from Minnesota for purposes 
of debate only. 

Mr. WEBER. I would just ask the 
gentleman, the gentleman says he is 
not doing this to waste the time of the 
body, but to put this issue to rest once 
and for all. Is it not true that this is a 
nonbinding resolution? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Yes, it is. 
Mr. WEBER. Then it does not put 

this to rest once and for all, does it? 
Mr. KANJORSKI. You know, per

haps I should say that the gentleman 
on the other side of the aisle missed 
the point. I do not think there is a 
Member in the U.S. House of Repre
sentatives that does not know how he 
is going to vote on this issue. 

But I think there are 330 million 
Americans that question how their in
dividual representative will vote on 
this issue because of prior statements 
made by prior individuals indicating 
that certain things would never be 
done that have been done for 6 
months. And all I am doing is, as a 
freshman Member of Congress, trying 
to once and for all close the door to 
anyone, whether it be the news media 
in America, or whether it be the Mem
bers of the House of Representatives, 
the Members of the U.S. Senate, or 
the members of this administration, or 
any one of the 230 Americans, that 
the COLA's and the entitlement pro
grams in America in 1985 are not to be 
considered in the deficit reduction to 
this budget. It is over. 

And where we move from there, and 
how we will join, I may be a person 
that participates very heavily with 
gentlemen on both sides of this aisle 
to work this problem out, but I do not 
want the problem worked on the anxi
ety of the senior citizens or the enti
tlement beneficiaries in America any 
more. I have had it, and we are taking 
1 hour to send that message today, 
that no one need consider that prob
lem ever again in 1985. 

And I hope, I hope since the late 
1970's, since 1981 and 1983, those of us 
that will seek election to this House 
have the common courage to say that 
when we make a pledge, we will stand 
by that pledge during the term of our 
office in that particular Congress. And 
that is what I am going to do, and that 
is what I did in 1984. And I want to 
send a message to my constituents, 
and throughout America, that they 
can rely on the Members of the U.S. 
House of Representatives on our indi
vidual pledges and know where we are 

going to stand and we are taking 1 
hour to do that. 

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I yield to the gen
tleman from Oregon for purposes of 
debate only. 

Mr. AuCOIN. I appreciate the gen
tleman yielding. 

The gentleman has just indicated 
what he is unwilling this year to see 
happen, and that is the purpose of his 
motion. What he is unwilling to see 
happen is any adjustment on COLA's 
or entitlements. 

I assume that the gentleman also is 
unwilling to see a tax increase this 
year; is that true? I would ask the gen
tleman that question. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Quite frankly, I 
think I am very surprised to have lis
tened to the President's speech when 
he talks about a neutral tax increase, 
but, in fact, he recognizes that a large 
segment of the American successful 
business community has not paid a 
minimum tax as they did prior to 1981. 
And he is willing to raise that tax, but 
use that tax to soothe the voting spir
its of the rest of Americans and make 
them think they are going to get a tax 
break on the proposals that he made 
about a month ago, the President of 
the United States. And quite frankly, I 
do not want to get into a debate on the 
tax issue. 

But I am perfectly agreeable, and I 
will tell the gentleman quite clearly 
that if we are looking for revenues to 
offset these deficits, and I am one that 
is doing it, I am going to support legis
lation to provide for minimum tax
ation against 90,000 profitable Ameri
can corporations that last year did not 
pay any taxes. And I am going to do 
that a lot sooner than I am going to 
ask the recipients of Social Security, 
and black lung, and veterans' pensions 
and some other benefits to pay for the 
burden of this deficit. 

Mr. AuCOIN. Will the gentleman 
yield again? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I yield to the gen
tleman from Oregon for purposes of 
debate only. 

Mr. AuCOIN. Given the fact we 
have $200 billion deficits, would the 
gentleman indicate how much money 
he would raise in new revenues 
through that means of taxation? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I think there are 
two gentlemen in the House that have 
introducted legislation that indicates 
that by a minimum tax of 20 percent 
there would be a raising of approxi
mately $40 billion. 

Mr. AuCOIN. That is $40 billion. 
But the gentleman is taking off the 
table any consideration of adjustments 
of COLA's, so where else does the gen
tleman intend to look to get to the bal
anced budget which I would assume 
the gentleman seeks? 



July 10, 1985 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 18447 
Mr. KANJORSKI. I would suggest 

that we would be insane to think that 
we are going to balance the budget 
this year, and I think my colleague 
recognizes that. We are only attempt
ing to reduce the deficit $50 billion, 
$55 billion, $60 billion so that we can 
move toward that over a period of 4 
years. 

Mr. AuCOIN. Let me ask the gentle
man a question. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I must pull back 
my time. May I have a time check 
from the Chair, please? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has 13 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield for one last question? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I yield to the gen
tleman from Oregon for purposes of 
debate only, for purposes of a ques
tion. 

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Speaker, I guess 
that I would be considered a liberal, 
progressive Democrat myself, and I 
look at the problem the same way that 
the gentleman does. I look at $200 bil
lion deficits and I know they drive up 
interest rates. I know when these in
terest rates go up in my State of 
Oregon, which is dependent on con
struction for jobs, that that really 
spells poison for my State's economy. 

I look at $200 billion deficits and I 
am terrorized. I know the people I rep
resent are. 

I think of the people who are mill 
workers in my district, carpenters, 
electricians and others who depend on 
wages, and whose wages, incidentally, 
are not indexed at all, and they are 
worried about interest rates throwing 
them out of work. I look at those $200 
billion deficits and I try to figure out 
how we are going to get about the job 
of eliminating them over the course of 
the long term. · 

We have a long-term structural defi
cit. It seems to me if each one of the 
ideological blocs of the House, liberal 
Democrats, conservative Republicans, 
whatever the bloc may be, start offer
ing motions saying this is sacrosanct, 
that is sacrosanct, this is sacrosanct, 
and that is sacrosanct, we will end up 
in pretty much the position where we 
have been so far, and that is the situa
tion in which we have legislative grid
lock, where nothing can happen. De
fense is not touched because that is 
sacrosanct. Entitlements are not dealt 
with because they are sacrosanct. Rev
enue is not increased because that is 
sacrosanct. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. May I respond to 
that. 

Mr. AuCOIN. We end up with an 
economy that is in ruins. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I think the gen
tleman has really zeroed in on the 
very question I have talked about. 

Mr. AuCOIN. Yes, I think I have. 
Mr. KANJORSKI. I suggest that 

every Member of this body realize we 

have only 1 more year to our term and 
then we are going back to the people. 
And if Members want to go back to 
the people and be honest with their 
constituents, they should campaign on 
a pledge to reduce Social Security, to 
reduce black lung, to reduce veterans' 
benefits and these other benefits, and 
that is perfectly fine with me. But in 
1984, when I stood for election, and 
many of my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle stood for election, they 
talked about protecting these pro
grams and so did the President of the 
United States. 

Then no sooner did they get down 
here, within 6 weeks after that elec
tion, and they throw those promises 
and those pledges to the four winds, 
and they are now going to do the 
"statesmanlike" thing to do. 

Well I suggest to the gentleman that 
we can put up with that additional 
year or year-and-a-half with these 
deficits, and we are going to have to 
because of not reducing the COLA's, 
and then put it back to the people in 
1986 and let the American people 
decide what their Representatives 
should do on these entitlement pro
grams. And that is the democratic rep
resentative fair process to do, not 
coming down here representing our
selves as providing for their safety, 
providing for their protection, but 
turning around and ignoring commit
ments of never-never and saying now
now. 

That is wrong, and I am just merely 
pointing it out. 

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I yield for one ad
ditional moment to the gentleman 
from Oregon [Mr. AuCoiN]. 
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Mr. AuCOIN. I appreciate the gen

tleman yielding. 
Mr. Speaker, I do not question the 

gentleman's sincerity and, philosophi
cally, I suppose we are closer in most 
respects than we are apart. But I have 
to say to the gentleman, and I have to 
say to my colleagues, that if we really 
are serious about dealing with the No. 
1 economic problem facing this coun
try, that is the massive amount of red 
ink that this country, this Govern
ment is running up, that what we 
ought to do in the spirit of honesty 
with the American people, those same 
people that the gentleman has talked 
about, is indicate to them that every
thing has got to be on the table, that 
there cannot be any sacred cows and 
until we eliminate the sacred cows we 
are going to be in a situation of legisla
tive gridlock, we are fiddling while 
Rome burns. Rome surely will burn 
and the economy will be in ashes; my 
workers are going to be . out of work 
and so are the gentleman from Penn
sylvania's. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, Ire
claim my time to inquire the time re
maining. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KANJORSKI] has 8 minutes remaining. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I will just re
spond to that by saying that I agree 
with the gentleman, Mr. AuCOIN. I 
agree in 1986 we in good conscience 
should tell our constituents to whom 
we go to return us to this body, exact
ly what we are going to do. If they 
take the idea that all those things are 
on the table and they elect us, accord
ingly, to do the right thing, that is 
what we should do. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. OBER
STAR], for debate purposes only. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
motion of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania to instruct conferees not to 
yield on the issue of Social Security 
COLA's, to stand fast to the House po
sition on Social Security and other re
tirement benefits. 

I think the President of the United 
States stated it very well, himself, 
when he said some months ago that 
cutting Social Security benefits or 
freezing COLA's would not result in 
the transfer of additional revenues to 
other parts of the budget to result in 
deficit reduction; that cutting Social 
Security will not cut the deficit in any 
tangible way. 

That issue was on the table for dis
cussion in this Chamber when, some 
2¥2 months ago we met as the mem
bers of the Democratic caucus of the 
House to discuss the issue of Social Se
curity within the budget process. 

As chairman of the Democratic 
study group, I initiated the call for 
that special meeting of the Democrat
ic caucus. After a very vigorous hour 
and one-half or so of debate it was 
clear there was a consensus within the 
Democratic Party in the House that 
there should not be a reduction in 
COLA's, that full benefits should be 
paid. The Speaker rose toward the 
conclusion of debate and said, "I ask 
the gentleman to withhold a vote at 
this time in the caucus because it is a 
clear consensus and we need not put 
Members on the record," he moved ad
journment of the caucus and we did 
not vote. 

We should have had a recorded vote 
because it was not long after the 
caucus meeting that a package includ
ing a proposal for a freeze on Social 
Security COLA's was one of the 
amendments eventually offered on the 
floor in the course of the budget 
debate. I do not want to see members 
of the Democratic caucus backing 
away from an issue that has been one 
of our party's fundamental positions 
since the time when Franklin D. Roo-
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sevelt established the Social Security 
Administration and the Social Securi
ty Program. 

If there are problems with the Social 
Security Program, we should deal with 
them within the context of Social Se
curity, not within the context of the 
budget. We did that 2 years ago. A spe
cial Presidential Commission was as
signed to look into the financial prob
lems of the Social Security Adminis
tration. The Commission came back 
with recommendations and the Con
gress acted on them. We were told, 
and we believed it at the time we 
voted, that the Social Security trust 
fund would be financially sound and 
secure as a result of enacting those 
recommendations into the year 2010 
and the year 2020 when further ad
justments would be made. 

There is now indeed a surplus in the 
Social Security trust fund in excess of 
$6.5 billion. 

Why raid the Social Security trust 
fund to fix other problems in the 
budget that have nothing to do with 
Social Security? 

The people on Social Security are 
not the ones who voted this doubling 
of the defense budget. They are not 
the ones who voted all these other 
programs that we have been chopping 
and slicing away at, on the social and 
economic side of the budget, which 
previously added to our deficit. They 
paid their taxes into the Social Securi
ty trust fund and that fund should 
stand on its own merit and not be sub
ject to cuts because of other budget 
problems of the Federal Government. 

In fact, the Social Security trust 
fund ought not to be included in the 
unified budget. The reason it is in the 
unified budget goes back to 1968 when 
Lyndon Johnson was President of the 
United States and deeply engaged in 
the Vietnam War and was beginning 
to run a deficit in that war. He decid
ed, on the advice of the Treasury De
partment, to cover up the deficit by in
cluding the Social Security Adminis
tration in the overall unified budget of 
the Federal Government. Indeed that 
was the last time we had a budget sur
plus. 

It was a paper surplus. That money 
from the trust fund cannot be used for 
any purpose other than paying Social 
Security benefits. 

We are deluding ourselves and we 
are disserving older Americans if we 
lower the current threshold on the 
taxing of their benefits, or freeze 
COLA's, or delay the COLA's for a 
period of time. Let us keep faith with 
America's senior citizens and maintain 
the integrity of the Social Security 
System and let us not raid the trust 
fund to reduce the deficit. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, may 
I inquire how much time remains? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KANJORSKI] has 3 minutes remaining. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, to 
wind up I want to say in response to 
my very good friend, BILL GRAY of 
Philadelphia, I would not under 
normal circumstances do something in 
this House that would in any way con
flict with Mr. GRAY's responsibility to 
get a compromise and to work this 
problem out with the administration 
and with the United States. 

I wish him the best, but reasonable 
men differ. On this particular issue 
the gentleman and I think it is impor
tant that we have another motion for 
instruction vote in the House of Rep
resentatives. For that purpose, and 
before I ask for the vote, Mr. Speaker, 
I want to recognize two of my fresh
men colleagues, Mr. MANTON from 
New York and Mr. TRAFICANT from 
Ohio, and I am sure some of the other 
Members of the freshmen class on 
both sides of the aisle, from across the 
country would have joined us in this 
debate. I know we would have the gen
tleman from Texas here also. 

Mr. Speaker, we feel strongly on this 
issue. We want the American people in 
1985 not to have any more anxiety as 
they had in 1983, 1981, and in the late 
1970's. We feel that by calling for the 
instructions to the conferees, though 
not binding, will reassure them that 
the U.S. House of Representativ~s will 
stand by the provisions that they have 
been negotiating for and that this 
message be clear to the United States 
and to the President of the United 
States. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. PORTER]. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
the motion to instruct the conferees. 
e Mr. GRAY of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, I want to commend my friend 
Congressman PAUL KANJORSKI of 
Pennsylvania for taking this time to 
ask our friends on the conference com
mittee to hold to the House position 
on cost-of-living increases for Social 
Security recipients. I have joined 
Chairman PEPPER in sending the fol
lowing letter: 

DEAR HOUSE BUDGET CONFEREES: Today, 
some 37 million Americans receive Social Se
curity benefits providing the primary source 
of income to nearly 70 percent of all Ameri
cans 65 years of age and over, and dramati
cally reducing the incidence of poverty 
among the elderly. Yet, one out of six elder
ly people of this country still have incomes 
below the poverty level. A compromise on 
Social Security would push hundreds of 
thousands more elderly Americans below 
the poverty base. Thus, because we do not 
wish to lower the standard of living of mil
lions who are dependent upon the help from 
the COLA to feed, shelter and clothe them
selves or to allow a departure from the 
social insurance aspects of the Social Securi
ty system, we must not compromise. 

To compromise on this issue would be 
wrong. We understand the extreme presure 
that you are under to agree to a compromise 

in order to be able to draft a budget confer
ence resolution. We implore you, neverthe
less, to remain stalwart in upholding the 
House position which was reaffirmed on 
May 23, 1985 when it overwhelmingly re
jected an amendment to freeze the Social 
Security COLA by a margin of 372-56. 

We in the House, Democrats and Republi
cans alike, must continue to stand between 
the elderly, the disabled, the survivors and 
the children who depend so much on their 
Social Security benefits and the cruelty, 
pain and hardship which the President and 
the Senate are determined to force on them. 
Our bottom line must be that there will be 
no reduction in Social Security benefits by 
any compromise which limits present or 
future Social Security benefits. 

Sincerely, 
CLAUDE PEPPER. 
KEN GRAY •• 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
move the previous question on the 
privileged motion. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to instruct, 
offered by the gentleman from Pensyl
vania [Mr. KANJORSKI]. 

The motion to instruct was agreed 
to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re
marks in the RECORD on the privileged 
motion just adopted. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFER
EES TO INSIST ON CERTAIN 
COST-OF-LIVING AND DEFICIT 
REDUCTION PROVISIONS IN 
SENATE CONCURRENT RESO
LUTION .32, BUDGET FOR U.S. 
GOVERNMENT FOR FISCAL 
YEARS 1986, 1987, AND 1988 
Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

privileged motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion. 
Mr. LATTA moves that the managers on 

the part of the House at the conference on 
the disagreeing votes between the two 
Houses on the concurrent resolution, S. 
Con. Res. 32, be instructed to insist on the 
House position on cost of living adjust
ments; and further in order to achieve the 
largest possible deficit reduction package, 
and to adopt a budget path that will lead 
the nation toward a balanced budget, the 
managers on the part of the House are in
structed to adopt additional domestic sav
ings to guarantee that the dollars in savings 
that are lost by insisting on the House posi
tion are realized through additional spend
ing restraint. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LATTA] is 
recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, let me say 
very briefly this is the other half of 
the motion of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania that was just passed 
that he omitted. 

It merely provides that the House 
conferees be instructed to adopt a 
budget path that will lead the Nation 
toward a balanced budget, and the 
managers on the part of the House are 
instructed to adopt additional domes
tic savings that guarantee that the 
dollars and savings that are lost by in
sisting on the House position are real
ized through additional spending re
straint. 

We have assurances from the chair
man of the Budget Committee, and 
just a few minutes ago he alluded to 
that fact, that we will be proceeding 
along thes~ lines, to pick up additional 
revenue through additional domestic 
spending restraints to make up for 
this loss. 

Otherwise the motion that has just 
been adopted to instruct the conferees 
will call for approximately $28 billion 
more deficit in 3 years. 

So if you are for more deficit, you 
vote against this motion to instruct; 
but if you are for less deficit, you vote 
for the motion to instruct. It is just 
that simple. 

So as I say, this is the other half, 
and under the peculiar situation that 
we have, there is no question that we 
could not offer a motion to amend the 
gentleman's motion that we just pro
ceeded with, so we have to do it this 
way. 

I would urge that if we want to keep 
an even keel, if we are taking it one 
place, we are putting it back in an
other, on deficit reduction that you 
adopt this motion to instruct the con
ferees. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield, for 
purposes of debate only, 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
LOTT]. 

Mr. LOTT. I would like to commend 
the gentleman from Ohio for offering 
this motion to instruct conferees. 

Mr. Speaker, I am convinced that we 
can get a compromise on the budget 
resolution. The job can be done, and 
the job can be done without the Social 
Security COLA freeze, and it can be 
done going with a higher figure on de
fense; to the budget authority level 
that the Senate passed. 

We also can find additional savings. 
There is no question about it. The 
chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget has indicated that it can be 
done; we all know it can be done, and 
it can be done in the nondefense, dis
cretionary, and domestic programs. 
There are areas where the House is 
not making any real savings; we did 
not in our House resolution have any 
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real eliminations; even though the 
House did a better job on the general 
revenue area. 

The Senate in other areas had more 
savings; eliminated some programs, 
and there are some other programs 
that we can evaluate and find some 
programs that we can evaluate and 
find some savings. 

There is no question that the confer
ees can come up with several billions 
of dollars more of savings. I do not 
want to put a dollar figure on it, but I 
think we ought to work toward coming 
up with at least the level of savings 
that we had in the House budget reso
lution. 

We ought to be looking for $53 to 
$56 billion in savings that can reduce 
the deficit. 

So I would support this motion to in
struct conferees; the conferees can do 
it. Look, all right, we are not going to 
freeze the Social Security COLA, but 
that does not mean you can come 
limping back in here with a budget 
resolution that only saves, you know, 
$30 to $35 billion. The deficit is a prob
lem, and the house ought to go on 
record saying, we know there is a prob
lem and we want these additional sav
ings. 

I think that this motion to instruct 
conferees will help to accomplish that, 
and I am putting this in a positive 
vein. I do not mean it critically. You 
can do it and we are going to support 
you when you bring it back here. 

Mr. LATTA. I thank the gentleman 
for his comments. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
KEMP]. 

Mr. KEMP. I want to commend the 
gentleman from Ohio and also the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. LOTT] 
for their remarks and this fine effort. 

I think that this is a proper motion 
to instruct. Today the gentleman from 
Ohio and I, the majority leader, Mr. 
WRIGHT, and the chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget, Mr. GRAY, 
our leader, Mr. MICHEL, and other 
Members of the Budget Conference 
from the Senate on both sides of the 
aisle were with the President at a lead
ership meeting on this very important 
issue. 

I think that there is room for a 
budget compromise and I think this 
motion will help our position in that 
budget conference. There is no doubt 
in my mind that our budget chairman, 
Mr. GRAY, would like to get a budget. I 
think he has been very sincere in at
tempting to work out a compromise. 

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
LATTA] wants a budget. We are close, 
in my opinion, to the type of a com
promise that can result in $53, $54, $55 
billion of savings in fiscal year 1986 
which can meet the President's re
quirements on defense without cutting 
COLAS or Social Security. 

The motion . of the gentleman from 
Ohio is sound for this reason: It will 
remind the conferees that there are 
nondefense, discretionary domestic 
nonpoverty programs that can be pru
dently reformed and reduced to 
achieve a major deficit-reduction 
effort. 

The gentleman from Mississippi and 
the gentleman from Ohio have sug
gested some budget savings. I would 
like to suggest, as a member of the 
Co_mmittee on the Budget and the con
ference on the Budget Committee, 
that we look at a moratorium on fill
ing the strategic petroleum reserve, to 
achieve $1.5 billion in savings over the 
next 3 years. 

How about synfuels? Does it make 
any sense to support on budget and off 
budget to the tune of about $8 billion, 
a synfuel program that is subsidizing 
major oil companies to produce syn
thetic fuel at $60 or $70 a barrel, when 
the price of oil imported or produced 
in the United States is somewhere be
tween $25 and $27? 

Clearly in the Export-Import Bank, 
you could find $1.5 billion savings in 
fiscal year 1986 by eliminating the 
direct loan subsidy program. Sixty per
cent of all the Exim subsidized loans 
go to five or six corporations, and I 
will name them. 

Western Electric, Westinghouse, GE, 
Boeing, and Lockheed get 60 percent 
of all the Exim money. Should we be 
subsidizing exports? 

Mr. AuCOIN. Will the gentleman 
yield to me? 

Mr. KEMP. Yes, but I just want to 
make the point: I am not antibusiness; 
I am not antiexports. 

The issue is getting interest rates 
down by easing monetary policy. 

Mr. AuCOIN. I know the gentleman 
is interested in the Northwest. 

Mr. KEMP. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. AuCOIN. I know he will yield to 

me. 
People in the Northwest know the 

gentleman is interested in their wel
fare and I appreciate him yielding to 
me. 

Mr. KEMP. I do yield. 
Mr. AuCOIN. The gentleman knows 

that our major trading competitors; 
Japan, even Great Britain, have the 
equivalence of the Eximbank. The 
gentleman also knows the Eximbank is 
a money producer for this country in 
terms of the revenue, the jobs, the 
business, and the revenue that comes 
from the wages as resulting from that 
commerce. 

So the gentleman knows that is a 
shortsighted cut. 

Mr. KEMP. Let me just take my 
time back long enough to say that I 
give the gentleman credit for being a 
sincere advocate of subsidizing U.S. ex
ports. He has a long record of that, 
and I praise him for his sincerity, and 
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his honesty, his integrity on the sub
ject. 

I happen to think he is wrong. We 
should not be subsidizing exports. 

Mr. AuCOIN. I do not think our 
trading partners ought to be, either. 

Mr. KEMP. Could the gentleman 
from Oregon allow me to finish my 
statement? 

Mr. AuCOIN. Of course I can. 
Mr. KEMP. That is the democratic 

thing to do. 
Mr. AuCOIN. Then will the gentle

man yield? 
Mr. KEMP. Interest rates can come 

down for all, not just some, but they 
ought to come down for everybody. 
We should not be subsidizing or allo
cating credit, but I do not now want to 
debate Exim, I want to find some more 
budget savings. I think we can find 
some savings, I would say to my col
league, and we ought not to give up. 

I think if we are sincere, on both 
sides of this aisle and on both sides of 
the Capitol, we can come up with a 
good budget; we can come up with one 
with significant savings; we can get 
the defense figure up on the authority 
that the President wants; we can save 
the COLA for Social Security, which 
Mr. LoTT, and I, and Mr. LATTA sup
ported in the Latta substitute; and we 
can also get $55 or $56 billion savings 
by making some more cuts in nonpo
verty programs. 

Let us stop talking about a budget 
compromise; let us do it. While we are 
having this big debate over interest 
rates and deficits, we ought to send a 
signal to the Federal Reserve Open 
Market Committee, which meets 
today, to lower the discount rate, and 
let the Federal funds rate come down 
to 6 or 6¥2 because that would have a 
beneficial impact upon exports and a 
beneficial impact on the budget deficit 
as well. They can do it and in fact the 
Fed has recently eased up somewhat 
on the discount rate. I sent a telegram 
to the Fed today urging them to cut 
the discount rate to 6 or 6¥2. 

I urge my colleagues to do the same 
if they want to help this economy 
grow again. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, before I 
yield to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
KAsrcH] for debate only, let me just 
say that that was a nice colloquy we 
just had, but let me point out that my 
motion to instruct does not instruct 
the conferees to go any particular way. 

I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 
Mr. KASICH. I appreciate the gen

tleman, one of the preeminent budget 
experts in the Congress, yielding to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to say initially I 
think that overall the House passed a 
pretty good budget. What concerns me 
and a number of people on this side is 
the fear of smoke and mirrors in this 
budget. I would like the chairman of 
the committee to just listen for a 
second. Many are concerned about the 

amount of revenue that can be gained 
in the Outer Continental Shelf area; 
perhaps some of the revenue that is 
questioned in the area of contracting 
out; and that is why I think Mr. 
LATTA's amendment or proposal is so 
important, because it encourages us to 
explore the areas that the Senate has 
adopted which can mean substantial 
savings if in fact these things turn out 
to be smoke and mirrors. 

0 1600 
Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 

Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KASICH. I yield to the gentle

man from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. I will be 

glad to respond, because there have 
been a lot of charges about this issue, 
and particularly coming from the ad
ministration and our colleagues in the 
Senate, who have been decrying blue 
smoke and gray mirrors about some of 
these things, and in fact the President 
on Saturday pointed to the offshore 
oil. Well, some of us tried to point out 
to the President that Mr. Stockman 
had already sent a letter to one of our 
colleagues on your side of the aisle, 
Representative MooRE, on June 20, 
saying it was real and authentic, and a 
few weeks ago the Senate had already 
receded to us on that issue, saying 
that it was real and it was a significant 
deficit reduction. 

So I just want to simply say to the 
gentleman that what was last month's 
gimmick and false bookkeeping is rap
idly becoming this week's real deficit 
reduction. 

Mr. KASICH. I think, as the chair
man would admit, there is a great con
cern on this side about real savings to
taling $56 billion in the Gray proposal. 
Because of that and because of the po
sition we have taken here in regard to 
Social Security, which I supported 
from the beginning, I think it is im
portant that we look at what the 
Senate did in terms of a number of do
mestic programs that are not effective. 
We should examine the program that 
Mr. KEMP pointed out, the Import
Export Bank. I do not believe the gen
tleman from Philadelphia would be a 
supporter of it. The Synthetic Fuels 
Corporation, which I think most 
people in this country and in this 
House clearly think is a boondoggle, 
should be eliminated. 

So I would like to think that when 
you go back there to the conference 
committee, we could take a very good 
look at the paring the Senate did on a 
number of areas of domestic spending. 

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. If the 
gentleman will yield for just a second, 
I would be glad to respond to his com
ments. I want him to know that, No. 1, 
we left here with a budget deficit re
duction package of $56.2 billion. I am 
happy to inform the gentleman that 
the latest offer from the House to the 
Senate is $57.75 billion. Se we have al-

ready cut some more. When we left 
here we had only one program elimi
nation, revenue sharing in 1987 and 
1988. I would like to inform the gentle
man and my colleagues that in the 
spirit of compromise, in trying to 
reach a budget agreement, we elimi
nated six other programs. And again 
the Senate's response was: "Sorry, not 
enough." 

So we have shown flexibility. I have 
stated over and over again it is my in
tention that we will come back here 
with not less than $56.2 billion. We are 
at $57.75 billion right now. I am 
hoping to make a new offer that will 
take us over $58 billion in spending 
cuts, preserving the COLA's, agreeing 
with the President, a new framework 
on defense, our outlays, and some ad
ditional VA, and, who knows, I am 
sure that if the Senate is able to get 
its act together we will be able to come 
to a conclusion on these matters. But I 
want to assure the gentleman that we 
are making some progress in those 
areas that he mentioned. 

Mr. KASICH. Let me say that when 
the distinguished chairman of the 
Budget Committee wants to remain 
flexible-and I am glad to see that in 
regards to the paring of programs that 
the Senate has done-1 hope the gen
tleman will not be flexible in regard to 
the discussions that he and our distin
guished minority Republican whip had 
on a national program not long after 
the budget passed the House. The 
chairman said he did not want any tax 
increases, and I hope that you will 
hold firm on that and I think your po
sition on the deficits remains that we 
ought to do this by reducing spending 
rather than increasing revenue. 

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. I would 
like to respond to the gentleman by 
saying that the position of the House 
Chair is that we are supporting a 
spending cut package. That has been 
my consistent position since January. I 
continue to support that. What I have 
said publicly is that after we have 
done a spending cut package of signifi
cance, it is my judgment that, looking 
at the sea of red ink created by the 
loose fiscal policies of spend, spend, 
spend, borrow, borrow, it would be in
cumbent upon the President to look at 
the question of revenues, perhaps a 
dedicated source, to give us a larger re
dqction. 

So, therefore, I am in support of a 
spending cut package, with no reve
nues, and, of course, I know and you 
know that this House and the Senate 
cannot pass revenues without Presi
dential support. I am very pragmatic 
about that. 

Mr. KASICH. Let me just, in conclu
sion, say that I am glad to see the gen
tleman wants to reduce this deficit 
with spending reductions and not with 
revenues. And let me just conclude by 
saying that it was in 1982 I recall that 
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many people, many liberal people in 
this House, complained about $31 bil
lion in deficit reduction, and I am glad 
to see that; liberals and conservatives 
now in this House see the need to 
reduce deficits by over $50 billion, in 
fact, $56 billion, and what a revolution 
we have had in America when now we 
can really begin to get down to the 
good business of trying to cut deficits. 

I appreciate the gentleman from 
Ohio yielding. 

Mr. LATTA. I want to thank the 
gentleman from Ohio for his com
ments and I want to thank the chair
man for his comments. 

Let me just say, in conclusion, that I 
believe that of all of the conferences I 
have served on on this budget, this is 
the most difficult conference that I 
have ever served on. We have some 
very, very, very difficult decisions to 
make. They are going to be tough deci
sions, but not as tough as the decision 
that will be placed on this country if 
we did nothing. We have got to go for
ward, we have got to make some reduc
tions, and we have got to touch some 
of these pet projects, pet projects of 
mine, perhaps some of the gentleman 
in the State of Mississippi, perhaps 
some out in Oregon, or Washington, or 
New York. These programs have got 
to be touched. We cannot cut the 
budget without touching programs. So 
that is what we have to do. When we 
come back here with a conference 
report, we are going to come back with 
a conference report that we believe is 
in the best interest of the country, not 
in the best interest of our district, or 
our State, but in the best interest of 
the country. We are going to have to 
have the support of this House when 
we come back with that conference 
report in order to pass it. So, hopeful
ly, between now and then you will be 
thinking about some of these choices 
that we have to make as a member of 
this conference committee on the 
budget. 

Mr. SLATTERY. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LATTA. I yield to the gentle
man from Kansas. 

Mr. SLATTERY. Mr. Chairman, as 
we talk about the deficit, I am going to 
use about 30 seconds to put a little bit 
of this in perspective, and I think it is 
important for the American public to 
understand that even if we do agree 
upon some kind of a significant deficit 
reduction in 1986 of somewhere in the 
neighborhood of $55 billion, say, and 
$250 billion over the next 3 years, 
which would be a significant achieve
ment, the thing we also need to focus 
on is that next year, after you make 
the more realistic economic assump
tions, we will come back here January 
1, 1986, and we will be facing a $200 
billion deficit again, even assuming we 
are able to agree upon a $55 billion 
deficit reduction package this year for 
next year. I think that has_ to be seen 

in perspective, and I think that the 
American public needs to understand 
that. 

So we have not even begun to deal 
with the problem that faces this coun
try. We have not found the courage 
yet to make the tough choices that we 
are all going to have to make. We are 
sort of dancing around the issue yet, 
in the bottom line and the final analy
sis, and I just think that the truth 
ought to be spoken here today with re
spect to exactly what we are doing. We 
are just creaming off the top of this 
problem. We have not begun yet to ad
dress it in a significant way, even as
suming the $55 billion package. 

Mr. LATTA. I want to thank the 
gentleman for his contribution. 

I just want to point out one thing 
that perhaps the gentleman failed to 
state, and that is that even if we take 
this $50 billion or $55 billion out in the 
1986 fiscal year, we still end up with 
about $175 billion worth of deficit, 
new deficit, for fiscal year 1986. 

Mr. SLATTERY. If the gentleman 
will yield further, that is assuming the 
very optimistic economic assumptions. 
If you assume the more realistic eco
nomic assumptions for fiscal year 
1986, the fact of the matter is we will 
be looking at somewhere in the neigh
borhood of a $200 billion deficit. That 
is the thing that has to be understood 
by people across this country. And the 
fact of the matter is, we have not yet 
addressed this issue in a responsible 
way. To do it, we are going to have to 
deal with entitlements, COLA's, reve
nues, defense, we are going to have to 
look for those additional cuts in the 
other part of the budget. I do not 
know when this body and when this 
President is going to find the courage 
to face the American public with the 
truth, but, hopefully, the sooner the 
better. 
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Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 

minute to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I want to rise and 
object to the language in the motion 
to instruct, that additional savings 
come from domestic spending. I do not 
particularly believe that the additional 
savings in this particular motion 
should come from domestic spending. I 
think there have been enough cuts in 
domestic spending. 

I think the original budget proposal 
called for something like $40 billion 
worth of domestic cuts and to transfer 
$36 billion more into the military to 
begin with. I think that that language 
is too restrictive; that it should not 
just be from domestic. That the sacred 
cow, the defense budget, should be a 
part of it as well. I do not believe the 
motion to instruct should be limited to 
domestic spending only. 

Mr. LATTA. Let me reclaim my 
time. 

I have heard that sacred cow about 
the defense budget. Now, if the gentle
man had been listening, he would have 
found that we have adopted the House 
numbers on outlays for fiscal year 
1986. Let us get that straight. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. If the gentleman 
would yield further, that may be the 
case, but the motion to instruct today 
was to instruct those conferees that 
the Social Security COLA's and the 
other COLA's so listed in that motion 
would be guaranteed as promised 
during that last election. What I am 
saying is that your motion now strictly 
says domestic spending. That the addi
tional savings should be from domes
tic. I disagree with the wording in the 
language in that regard. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the motion. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 

KosTMA YER). The question is on the 
motion to instruct offered by the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. LATTA]. 

The motion to instruct was agreed 
to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

INTERNATIONAL SECURITY AND 
DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION 
ACT OF 1985 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to House Resolution 140 and rule 
XXIII, the Chair declares the House 
in the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur
ther consideration of the bill, H.R. 
1555. 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
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Accordingly the House resolved 

itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the further consideration of 
the bill <H.R. 1555) to amend the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961, the Arms 
Export Control Act, and the Agricul
tural Trade Development and Assist
ance Act of 1954, to authorize develop
ment and security assistance programs 
for fiscal year 1986, and for other pur
poses, with Mr. AuCoiN in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com

mittee of the Whole rose earlier today, 
title V was open for amendment at any 
point. 

There are 4 hours and 5 minut-es re
maining for debate on the bill and the 
committee substitute under the 5-
minute rule. 

Are there any amendments to title 
V? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WALKER 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
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Amendment offered by Mr. WALKER: Page 

68, after line 9, insert the following new sec
tion: 
SEC. 518. PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO COUN

TRIES WHICH DO NOT TAKE ADE
QUATE STEPS TO HALT DRUG TRAF
FICKING. 

(a) PROHIBITION.-Section 481(h) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new paragraph: 

"(4)(A) In addition to the requirements 
applicable to major illicit drug producing 
countries pursuant to paragraph (1), the 
President shall not provide any assistance 
under this Act or the Arxns Export Control 
Act to any other country which the Presi
dent determines has not taken adequate 
steps to prevent-

"(i) the processing <in whole or in part> in 
such country of narcotic and psychotropic 
drugs or other controlled substances, 

"(ii) The transportation through such 
country of narcotic and psychotropic drugs 
or other controlled substances, and 

"(iii) the use of such country as a refuge 
for illegal drug traffickers. 

"(B) The President may waive the applica
tion of this paragraph to a country if the 
President determines that national security 
or humanitarian reasons justify such 
waiver. The President shall publish each 
waiver in the Federal Register and shall 
submit each waiver and the justification for 
the waiver to the Congress.". 

(b) ANNUAL REPORTS.-Section 481(e) of 
such Act, as amended by section 505 of this 
Act, is further amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new paragraph: 

"(7) Each report pursuant to this subsec
tion shall also identify the steps being taken 
by countries, which are not major illicit 
drug producing countries, to prevent-

"<A> the processing (in whole or in part> 
in such country of narcotic and psychotrop
ic drugs or other controlled substances, 

"(B) the transportation through such 
country of narcotic and psychotropic drugs 
or other controlled substances, and 

"<C> the use of such country as a refuge 
for illegal drug traffickers.". 

Mr. WALKER <during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, this 

amendment, which I understand the 
committee is prepared to take, is an 
amendment to plug up what I think is 
a minor loophole in the present law as 
it relates to drug trafficking. 

What this particular amendment 
does is it says that the President will 
have the authority to stop foreign as
sistance to countries where the Presi
dent determines they have not taken 
adequate steps to prevent the process
ing of narcotics, the transportation of 
products, and the use of a country as a 
refuge for illegal drug traffickers. It is 
an amendment that will give the Presi
dent additional authority to cut down 
on drug traffic, and I think is some
thing that will enhance present law. 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, we have examined 
the amendment here and while we 
have some concerns about a bit of the 
language, which I think will be cleared 
up at some point during the confer
ence, we can accept the amendment. I 
think the gentleman has found a good 
way to balance what we are trying to 
do with a continuation of what we 
ought to be looking at in the future in 
terms of the way we approve foreign 
aid and treat bilaterally those coun
tries that we have to deal with, not 
only in foreign aid, but on the drug 
problem, especially in South and Cen
tral America. 

We have examined the amendment 
and we are prepared to accept it. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. GILMAN. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 
the gentleman for his amendment and 
his effort in fighting narcotics. The 
gentleman has drafted an excellent 
amendment and I urge my colleagues 
to support it. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
I want to indicate that we support the 
amendment, too. We have examined it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Chair

man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, before we proceed on 
title V, which is a title that is of great 
interest to many people in this body 
because of the nature of the subject of 
which it deals, especially the area of 
the problem of drugs as they are 
coming into the United States being 
grown in countries with which we do 
have some bilateral relationships and 
to which we do provide some foreign 
aid, I want to take this opportunity to 
pay tribute to the chairman of the full 
committee for something that oc
curred in title IV, which I think, be
cause of the timeframe we are dealing 
under, was not able to be spoken of in 
title IV. 

Mr. MINETA offered an amendment 
that provided for some strong relief in 
the area of terrorism by virtue of what 
is going on around the world for the 
last few years at airports, culminating 
in this recent tragedy, this recent de
velopment, the hijacking of the TWA 
flight in Athens and winding up in 
Beirut. This committee, the Foreign 
Affairs Committee, under the chair-

manship of Congressman FASCELL, my 
good friend from Florida, has been 
working on this for quite some time 
with the minority on our committee, 
With Mr. BROOMFIELD, the fine gentle
man from Michigan. 

I want to take this time now to allow 
the colleagues that are not only here 
on the floor but are watching to make 
them aware of the fact that there was 
a great deal of work that went into 
this. Far beyond what most people 
would understand. There are a great 
deal of problems that we have in being 
able to deal effectively with our allies 
and those other countries overseas 
with which we may have relations, but 
with whom we have difficulty in deal
ing on the subject of airport security, 
personal security, and transiting in 
and out of their airports. 

For the last few years, the Public 
Works and Transportation Committee, 
the Aviation Subcommittee, the DOT, 
and a number of other agencies have 
been looking at the problems relating 
to airport security. The FAA has, on a 
number of occasions, done various 
kinds of studies, bilateral, working 
with countries like Greece and many 
others, and have pinpointed signifi
cant problems each step in the proc
ess. 

What has happened, more impor
tantly, is that the Foreign Affairs 
Committee, under the chairmanship 
of Congressman FASCELL, has had the 
foresight to go out in advance of any 
action taken by agencies, have the 
staff and Members look periodically at 
.these airports, these transit points, 
these problem areas around the world, 
and compile a complete and exhaus
tive report on what in fact were the 
problem areas. 

I say unfortunately the State De
partment and the administration were 
not quick enough to note what our 
committee had done in that regard. I 
cannot say that we could have pre
vented the hijacking, but I can tell 
you that we could have laid in place 
various kinds of important precedents, 
important safety devices and impor
tant statutory requirements for Amer
ican air carriers, at the very least, that 
might have diminished the possibility 
of these kinds of terrorist activities oc
curring. 

In any event, we have now put in the 
foreign aid bill a very important piece 
of legislation regarding airport securi
ty. I want to commend the chairman 
of the committee, Congressman FAs
CELL, because it is his foresight, work
ing With Mr. BROOMFIELD and all the 
members of the committee on a bipar
tisan basis, who have in fact been so 
important in the process of finally 
bringing to fruition the kind of thing 
that is necessary to begin to make an 
inroad on the question of airport secu
rity and terrorism and the hijackings. 
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Hopefully, if we pass this bill, put 
this framework into law, we will have 
a mechanism for beginning to reduce 
the possibilities and the tendency for 
hijacking around the world. 

So I commend my chairman, and I 
know that all the members of the com
mittee are very proud of the work that 
went into that. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. I would be 
happy to yield to the gentlemu.n from 
Florida. 

Mr. FASCELL. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the 
gentleman for his very kind remarks, 
and add my commendation to other 
committees and other Members who 
have worked with us. This is in the 
best traditions of a parliamentary 
body, with both parties and many 
committees working together. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. SMITH] 
has expired. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
RANGEL], who is chairman of the 
Select Committee on Narcotics the 
ranking member on that committee, 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
GILMAN], who is the ranking member 
both on that committee and on the 
Narcotics Task Force, which is chaired 
now by the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. SMITH], the ranking member, of 
course, the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. BRoOMFIELD], who cosponsored 
the legislation, and also the Commit
tee on Public Works and Transporta
tion. 

Suffice it to say that in the language 
that we are talking about, we have had 
three committees, a task force, and 
dozens of Members on both sides of 
the aisle who are tremendously inter
ested in this problem who have come 
together to forge this legislation to 
give us the tools that the administra
tion wanted and the tools that we 
thought that the administration 
should have in order to try to cope 
with this problem. 

Mr. Chairman, I will announce that 
we have reached agreement on the 
rest of the amendments in title V. I 
see that the Members are here to pro
pose their various amendments. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. F AS CELL. I will yield to the dis
tinguished ranking Member, the gen-. 
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I wonder if we could 
find out the amount of time left for 
the balance of the bill. 

Mr. FASCELL. There are about 4 
hours, I will say to the gentleman 
from Michigan. I would hope that we 
could go ahead and finish up the 
debate under the rule tonight. If we 
move right along, I think we can. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Fine. I thank 
the gentleman. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RANGEL 
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. RANGEL: Page 

61, strike out line 13 and all that follows 
through line 20 on page 62 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 
SEC. 509. RESTRICTIONS ON ASSISTANCE TO BOLIV

IA AND PERU. 
(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that-
( 1 > cocaine has had a severe negative 

impact on productivity, public health, edu
cation, and the quality of life in the United 
States and on the national security of the 
United States; 

<2> Bolivia is the source of more than 50 
percent of the world's cocaine, and Bolivian 
production of cocaine continues to rise; 

(3) 50 percent of the population of Bolivia 
is under 19 years of age, and cocaine produc
tion has had a severe, negative impact on 
the youth of Bolivia; 

<4> the production of, and trafficking in, 
cocaine by Bolivia has contributed signifi
cantly to Bolivia's 1,000 percent rate of in
flation; 

(5) the failure of the Government of Bo
livia to take steps to curb the production of 
coca in Bolivia during 1984 was cited in the 
report of the Department of State entitled 
"International Narcotics Control Strategy 
Report" as a major disappointment in its 
review of drug producing countries; 

(6) Bolivia received more than $37,000,000 
in United States assistance during fiscal 
year 1984 and during that fiscal year did not 
eradicate a single coca bush; 

<7> coca leaf produced in Peru is the 
source of about 45 percent of the cocaine 
entering the United States; 

(8) it is estimated that at least 75 percent 
of the coca leaf produced in Peru is illegal, 
and this illicit cultivation continues to 
expand; 

(9) coca leaf, coca paste, and cocaine are 
used by more than 3.2 million of the 19 mil
lion citizens of Peru, undermining the 
health and welfare of these people; 

<10) the uncontrolled production and traf
fic of coca and cocaine in Peru overwhelms, 
demoralizes, and corrupts government ad
ministrators and institutions, creates politi
cal instability, and challenges the ability of 
the Government of Peru to maintain con
trol over coca-producing areas of the coun
try; 

< 11 > the Government of Peru has failed to 
develop a comprehensive plan, and has 
failed to take adequate steps, to prohibit il
licit coca production; and 

<12> Peru received more than $76,000,000 
in United States assistance in fiscal year 
1984 and eradicated only an estimated 5 per
cent of coca cultivation in Peru. 

(b) CONDITIONS ON ASSISTANCE FOR BOLIV
IA.-

(1) BILATERAL ASSISTANCE.-Beginning With 
the fiscal year 1986 and for each fiscal year 
thereafter, no United States assistance may 
be provided to Bolivia unless the President 
certifies to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate that-

<A> the Government of Bolivia has devel
oped and is implementing a plan, in accord
ance with the Single Convention on Narcot
ic Drugs, 1961, that will establish its legal 
coca requirements, license the number of 
hectares necessary to produce the legal re
quirements, and eliminate illicit and unli
censed coca production; and 

<B> the amount of coca that was produced 
in Bolivia during the preceding fiscal year is 
at least 10 percent less than the amount 
produced in Bolivia during the fiscal year 
which preceded such preceding fiscal year. 
Whenever the President certifies under sub
paragraph <B> that the amount of coca that 
is produced in Bolivia is reduced by more 
than 10 percent from one fiscal year to the 
next, the amount of any such additional re
duction shall be carried over the counted as 
if it had occurred in the fiscal year follow
ing the year in which it actually occurred. 

(2) MULTILATERAL ASSISTANCE.-The Secre
tary of the Treasury shall instruct the 
United States Executive Director of the 
International Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development, of the International Develop
ment Association, of the International Fi
nance Corporation, and of the Inter-Ameri
can Development Bank to oppose actively 
the extension by that international finan
cial institution of any loan or the furnishing 
of any financial assistance or technical as
sistance to Bolivia during the fiscal year 
1986 or any fiscal year thereafter, unless 
the certification required under paragraph 
(1) is made for that fiscal year. 

(C) CONDITIONS ON ASSISTANCE TO PERu.
(1) BILATERAL ASSISTANCE.-Beginning With 

the fiscal year 1986 and for each fiscal year 
thereafter, no United States assistance may 
be provided to Peru unless the President 
certifies to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate that-

<A> the Government of Peru has devel
oped and is implementing a plan, in accord
ance with the Single Convention on Narcot
ic Drugs, 1961, that will establish its legal 
coca requirements, license the number of 
hectares necessary to produce the legal re
quirements, and eliminate illicit and unli
censed coca production; and 

<B> the amount of coca that was produced 
in Peru during the preceding fiscal year is at 
least 10 percent less than the amount pro
duced in Peru during the fiscal year which 
preceded such preceding fiscal year. 
Whenever the President certifies under sub
paragraph <B> that the amount of coca that 
is produced in Peru is reduced by more than 
10 percent from one fiscal year to the next, 
the amount of any such additional reduc
tion shall be carried over and counted as if 
it had occurred in the fiscal year following 
the year in which it actually occurred. 

(2) MULTILATERAL ASSISTANCE.-The Secre
tary of the Treasury shall instruct the 
United States Executive Director of the 
International Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development, of the International Develop
ment Association, of the International Fi
nance Corporation, and of the Inter-Ameri
can Development Bank to oppose actively 
the extension by that international finan
cial institution of any loan or the furnishing 
of any financial assistance or technical as
sistance to Peru during the fiscal year 1986 
or any fiscal year thereafter, unless the cer
tification required under paragraph < 1) is 
made for that fiscal year. 

(d) PHARMACEUTICAL USES.-In carrying 
out this section, coca produced solely for 
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pharmaceutical purposes shall not be count
ed in determining amounts of production. 

<e> DEFINITIONs.-As used in this section
< 1 > the term "coca" means the coca bush 

<which is the plant of any species of the 
genus Erythroxylon> and the coca leaf 
<which is the leaf of the coca bush>; and 

<2> the term "United States assistance" 
has the same meaning as is given that term 
by section 48HD<4> of the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961. 

On page 63, line 1, insert "the certification 
required by section 509<c> is made and" 
after "only if". 

Mr. RANGEL <during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, first I 

would like to thank the chairman of 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, and 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
SMITH]. 

I have never, in all of the years I 
have been in Congress, found more un
derstanding, sensitivity and coopera
tion in the area of trying to do some
thing to get some type of handle on 
this epidemic that has not only hit our 
great United States but is adversely af
fecting the quality of life of people 
throughout the world. 

The gentleman from New York, BEN 
GILMAN, and I have been struggling 
with this problem on the Select Com
mittee on Narcotics, and there have 
been times when some people have 
considered that the work we are doing 
is a threat to the legislative commit
tees, but certainly with the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. SMITH] and the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. FASCELL] 
being on the committees, we all agree 
that we are only a partnership and 
working on behalf of the full Congress 
and, indeed, the people of the United 
States to see whether or not we can 
come up with some possible solutions 
to the problems that we are facing. 

Most of us know that it is not the 
House of Representatives that has the 
power to create foreign policy, but 
there is one thing that bothers all of 
us, and that is that notwithstanding 
the millions of dollars that we appro
priate in foreign aid, somehow when 
we ask these countries to come up 
with some type of a plan, to give us 
some way to understand what they are 
doing in eliminating the coca plants 
and the coca production, all we can get 
from our Department of State is that 
things have worked out, that all we 
have to do is wait until we turn the 
corner. 

Yet we find that 5,000 people each 
and every day are testing and trying 
cocaine. And why? Because it is there 
on our streets in higher quantities 
than ever before, the quality is there, 
the prices are low, the kids are trying 

it, the older people are staying with it, 
and it is more available than candy 
around our schools. 

What I am suggesting, Mr. Chair
man, is that this Congress take a posi
tion and say, "Yes, we trust our Presi
dent, we trust our State Department, 
but it is this Congress that is appropri
ating the money, and if they cannot 
abide by agreements that they have 
entered into with the Single Narcotic 
Convention of 1961, if they cannot go 
along with agreements that they en
tered into with the United Nations, if 
they cannot keep up with agreements 
that were entered into with the United 
States, if they cannot cut production, 
not eliminate it completely but just 
cut back production by some 10 per
cent and to have some type of a plan 
that they can present and say not that 
they are winning, not they are turning 
the corner, but at least that they are 
trying to do something about the 
problem." 

I think, Mr. Chairman, that the time 
has come that we must just stop fund
ing programs in Bolivia, stop funding 
programs in Peru, and not get any an
swers from them and not get any an
swers from the State Department. 

My amendment is simple, and sup
ported by the gentleman from New 
York, BEN GILMAN and other Members 
in Congress and on the committee. All 
we do is say that if you cannot cut 
back 10 percent and cannot come up 
with a plan, then do not depend on 
the United States of America to be 
giving you military and economic as
sistance. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment I 
offer relating to assistance to Bolivia 
and Peru is simple and its message is 
clear. Our Government, and the Amer
ican people, will not extend any assist
ance, except humanitarian assistance, 
to either country unless they reduce 
their coca production by 10 percent 
annually, and develop and implement 
a coca eradication plan in accordance 
with the Single Convention on Narcot
ic Drugs of 1961. 

I feel it is imperative that the 
United States stop talking about effec
tive narcotics control and begin to 
take actions. The health and welfare 
of our Nation, particularly of our chil
dren: requires no less. 

This Nation is in the midst of a co
caine epidemic. 

Cocaine is readily available through
out the United States with increasing 
purity levels and decreasing prices. 
From 1978 through 1983 cocaine relat
ed deaths and emergency room epi
sodes jumped 300 percent nationwide 
and remain unacceptably high. An es
timated 8 to 20 million Americans are 
now using cocaine, and a Time maga
zine survey last year disclosed that 
5,000 people in the United States try 
cocaine for the first time each day. 
Women are using cocaine increasingly, 
and tempted by lower prices and easy 

access, an ever growing percentage of 
American youth is using this danger
ously addictive drug. 

Hardly a day goes by when we pick 
up a newspaper and read about a ce
lebrity, sports figure, doctor, lawyer, 
and yes, even a Federal prosecutor 
being involved in either the sale or use 
of cocaine. 

Mr. Chairman, the United States is 
caught in an ever worsening blizzard 
of cocaine which is undermining our 
Nation's health, spawning crime and 
violence, and corrupting the integrity 
of our public institutions. 

Coca production in Bolivia and Peru 
is responsible for at least 90 percent of 
the cocaine that ultimately reaches 
the United States. In the legislation 
pending before the House, the admin
istration proposes to extend $132 mil
lion in economic and military assist
ance to Peru and $56.8 million in simi
lar assistance to Bolivia. Yet, neither 
of these nations has made a serious 
commitment to phase out illicit coca 
production. 

In Peru, for almost 6 years, the gov
ernment of that nation has been pro
posing to initiate crop substitution 
programs and enforce its prohibition 
against the illicit cultivation of coca 
carried out in the six coca growing re
gions of that nation. In five of those 
regions the Government of Peru has 
failed to take any steps to eliminate 
coca cultivation. In the sixth, the 
Upper Huallaga Valley, despite United 
States law enforcement and develop
mental assistance, Peru has failed to 
effectively undertake the coca eradica
tion and crop substitution program it 
proposed to implement in 1981. 

According to the International Nar
cotics Control Strategy Report 
[INCSRJ issued by the Department of 
State on February 14, 1985, of the 
60,000 hectares of coca cultivated in 
Peru in 1984, only 3,000 hectares, or 5 
percent, was eradicated. 

The situation in Bolivia is worse. 
Notwithstanding its cultivation of 
32,000 hectares of coca, Bolivia has 
failed to undertake any coca eradica
tion efforts in its seven coca producing 
regions. Coca production and cocaine 
processing has been steadily increasing 
in Bolivia over the past decade despite 
agreements and commitments with 
the United States to the contrary. The 
Government of Bolivia signed four 
project agreements with the United 
States on August 11, 1983, committing 
itself to initiate a program in the Cha
pare region to reduce coca production 
to legal requirements and to phase out 
all other production. The United 
States allocated $7.5 million to this 
effort. The INCSR states that not a 
single coca bush was uprooted in Bo
livia in 1984. 

It is time for the Congress to take 
action. 
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In meetings and discussions I have 

had with the Department of State on 
the lack of progress in coca eradica
tion in Peru and Bolivia, I have been 
consistently told by State Department 
officials that 1985 will be a significant 
year for narcotics control in these two 
nations. In fact, in State's own Febru
ary 14, 1985 strategy report, the pro
jected amounts of coca reduction for 
both Peru and Bolivia are greater than 
the 10-percent target contained in my 
amendment. If the State Department's 
projections are accurate, the nations 
of Peru and Bolivia spould have no 
problems whatsoever in meeting this 
requirement of this amendment. 

What I am proposing, is a provision 
to ensure that Bolivia and Peru 
comply with the eradication targets 
that they have established in agree
ment with the United States for nar
cotics control assistance. 

I am also proposing a measure to 
ensure that Bolivia and Peru develop 
and implement plans to eradicate illic
it coca production in all growing areas 
of their country as required by the 
Single Convention Narcotic Drugs and 
section 481(a) of the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961, as amended by the 
Rangel-Gilman-Hawkins amendment 
in 1983. 

Bolivia and Peru must understand 
that as a nation we are serious about 
narcotics control. This is a concern, 
not only of this Nation, but also the 
international community. In the 1984 
Annual Report of the International 
Narcotics Control Board, a body not 
known for being critical of its mem
bers, the following comments were 
made about Bolivia and Peru: 

The Board wishes to reiterate that the 
control of coca leaf production is the key to 
curtailing cocaine availability in the illicit 
market and the widespread abuse of this 
substance. In spite of formidable difficul
ties, it is essential that Bolivia and Peru, the 
world's two main producing countries, 
reduce their vast and uncontrolled produc
tion of coca leaves to the modest legitimate 
medical requirements for cocaine and for 
the limited industrial use of coca leaves. 
The Board recognizes that this long and ar
duous process, which must include the pro
gressive reduction of coca chewing, requires 
not only the firm and sustained political 
commitments of the countries concerned, 
but also energetic efforts supported by as
sistance from the international community. 
The Board proposes to continue its dialog 
with the Governments concerned. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to close on 
this note. As chairman of the Select 
Committee on Narcotics Abuse and 
Control, I hear with increasing fre
quency from citizens around this great 
country the comment that if our Gov
ernment really wanted to stop the 
drug traffic it could. Some people tell 
me that because of all the money drug 
trafficking generates and all the influ
ence it can buy, Government is reluc
tant to take strong action. 

It is time for strong action. The 
health and welfare of our Nation de-

mands it; and the credibility and integ
rity of our public institutions require 
it. 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANGEL. I yield to the gentle
man from Florida. 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. I thank the 
gentleman. I am going to take my time 
at some future time. There are a 
number of other gentlemen who would 
wish to speak on the issue. 

I just want to commend the gentle
man for his statement, and I will go 
back into it further when I seek my 
own time. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, several weeks ago I 
filed with this House an amendment 
to be offered to the foreign assistance 
authorization relative to the question 
of foreign aid to the country of Boliv
ia. This matter came to my attention 
several weeks ago, after reading some · 
accounts in news magazines about the 
drug traffic that was emanating from 
Bolivia to the United States. In fact, 
Bolivia is the source of half of the co
caine that enters the United States of 
America. 

After some research on the subject, 
it was clear that coca production in 
Bolivia is not an accident. It is legal in 
Bolivia, and it is a major cash crop. 
Andean natives of that country have 
chewed coca leaves for centuries, and 
many Bolivians rely on coca to make 
the difference between subsistence 
and poverty. Last year coca production 
in Bolivia accounted for more than $2 
billion in unofficial foreign exchange 
earnings. 

Because of this problem, the United 
States of America entered into an 
agreement with Bolivia in 1973 to 
achieve meaningful narcotics control 
in that country. Bolivia signed the 
agreement, and then Bolivia ignored 
the agreement. 

All of the drug eradication efforts in 
Bolivia have been hampered by wide
spread corruption, inadequate laws 
that fail to prohibit or regulate culti
vation of coca, a lack of conspiracy 
laws or a meaningful extradition 
treaty with the United States. 

Despite the fact that the Bolivians 
have failed to live up to the terms of 
this treaty, despite the fact that Boliv
ia is the source of half of the cocaine 
coming into the United States of 
America today, and despite the impact 
of this drug traffic on our country, the 
administration proposed that the 
United States of America, its citizens 
and taxpayers, send to the nation of 
Bolivia in fiscal year 1986, $56 million 
to help their people. 

I do not stand here as a person who 
opposes foreign assistance. I believe it 
is necessary, even in times of trouble, 
that the United States look to help 
our neighbors and allies. 

0 1630 
But, Mr. Chairman, I cannot stand 

here in good conscience and ask for all 
this money to be sent t.o Bolivia when 
in fact they are ignoring their treaty 
with the United States and exporting 
narcotics and drugs that are ruining 
the lives of our children and bringing 
crime to our streets. 

My amendment would cut back con
siderably in the amount of assistance 
given to Bolivia. We tried to include in 
that amendment the foreign assist
ance necessary for narcotics control 
and for food, development, and emer
gency disaster assistance to that coun
try. After introducing the amendment, 
I was visited by the Bolivian Ambassa
dor to the United States. He told me 
that if that amendment passed cutting 
foreign aid, it would cause poverty in 
their country and maybe destabilize 
their government. Well, let me say to 
the Members of the House that I hope 
that does not happen, but I asked him 
to please be sensitive to what his prob
lem was doing to our country. 

The children who are having their 
lives ruined and the thousands of 
others who are victimized by crime in 
the United States because of narcotics 
deserve at least as much, if not more, 
sympathy from the Congress of the 
United States of America. Our respon
sibility does not end with stemming 
the flow of drugs into the United 
States. I believe we all agree that we 
have to do things domestically to con
trol drug problems as well, but we 
cannot in good conscience continue to 
send unconditioned foreign aid to Bo
livia while they turn a deaf ear to the 
very treaty that they signed with the 
United States to end the export of co
caine. 

With the help of the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. FEIGHAN], who gave 
me assistance in the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, the chairman of the 
committee, the gentleman from Flori
da [Mr. FASCELL], the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. BARNES], the gentle
man from New York [Mr. RANGEL]; 
and the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
SMITH], we have crafted a substitute 
amendment which will be offered in a 
few minutes by the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. SMITH]. I believe it is a 
substantial step forward and makes it 
clear to Bolivia and other nations that 
we are doing more than sending a mes
sage. We are saying that a portion of 
our foreign assistance to their country 
will dry up unless and until their 
export of drugs to America also dries 
up. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF FLORIDA 

AS A SUBSTITUTE FOR THE AMENDMENT OF
FERED BY MR. RANGEL 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I offer an amendment as a sub
stitute for the amendment. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SMITH of Flor

ida as a substitute for the amendment of
fered by Mr. RANGEL: Page 61, strike out line 
13 and all that follows through line 20 on 
page 62 and insert in lieu thereof the follow
ing new section: 
SEC. 509. RESTRICTIONS ON ASSISTANCE TO BOLIV

IA AND PERU. 
(a) ASSISTANCE TO BOLIVIA.-Assistance 

may be provided for Bolivia for fiscal years 
1986 and 1987 under chapter 2 <relating to 
grant military assistance>. chapter 4 <relat
ing to the economic support fund>, and 
chapter 5 <relating to international military 
education and training) of Part II of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, and under 
chapter 2 of the Arms Export Control Act 
<relating to foreign military sales financing), 
only under the following conditions: 

< 1) For fiscal year 1986-
<A> up to 25 percent of the aggregate 

amount of such assistance allocated for Bo
livia may be provided at any time after the 
President certifies to the Congress that the 
Government of Bolivia has enacted legisla
tion, consistent with the Single Convention 
on Narcotic Drugs, 1961, that will establish 
its legal coca requirements, provide for the 
licensing of the number of hectares neces
sary to produce the legal requirement, and 
make illegal unlicensed coca production; 
and 

<B> the remaining amount of such assist
ance may be provided at any time subse
quent to a certification pursuant to subpara
graph <A> if the President certifies to the 
Congress that the Government of Bolivia 
has made substantial progress toward 
achieving the eradication target for the cal
endar year 1985 contained in its August 
1983 narcotics control agreements with the 
United States. 

(2) For fiscal year 1987, such assistance 
may not be provided unless the President 
certifies to the Congress that the Govern
ment of Bolivia has developed a plan, con
sistent with the Single Convention on Nar
cotic Drugs, 1961, to eliminate illicit narcot
ics production countrywide and is prepared 
to enter into an agreement with the United 
States to implement that plan. If that certi
fication is made, then-

<A> up to 50 percent of the aggregate 
amount of such assistance allocated for Bo
livia may be provided at any time after the 
President certifies to the Congress that the 
Government of Bolivia has achieved at least 
half of the eradication target for the calen
dar year 1986 contained in its August 1983 
narcotics control agreements with the 
United States; and 

<B> the remaining amount of such assist
ance may be provided at any time after the 
President certifies to the Congress that the 
Government of Bolivia fully achieved that 
eradication target. · 

(b) AssiSTANCE FOR PERu.-United States 
assistance <as defined by section 481(i)(4) of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961) may be 
provided for Peru-

< 1) for fiscal year 1986, only if the Presi
dent reports to the Congress that the Gov
ernment of Peru has demonstrated substan
tial progress in developing a plan, consistent 
with the Single Convention on Narcotic 
Drugs, 1961, that will establish its legal coca 
requirements, license the number of hec
tares necessary to produce the legal require
ment, and eliminate illicit and unlicensed 
coca production; and 

(2) for fiscal year 1987, only if the Presi
dent reports to the Congress that the Gov
ernment of Peru has developed such a plan 

and is implementing it. The assistance for 
Peru described in sections 510 and 708 of 
this Act may be provided only if the report 
required by paragraph < 1 > in the case of as
sistance for fiscal year 1986, or by para
graph (2) in the case of assistance for fiscal 
year 1987, has been made. 

Mr. SMITH of Florida <during the 
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani
mous consent that the amendment be 
considered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Chair

man, before I explain the substitute, I 
would like to commend the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. RANGEL] for his 
leadership on this issue. I know how 
strongly he feels on the matter. I 
share his concerns. Both he and I, 
along with the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. DuRBIN] and many others in this 
body, have been working for years in
dependent of each other to try to 
bring some sense to the direction in 
which this country is going at the 
State, local, and Federal levels on a co
ordinated approach to fighting the 
battle against illicit narcotics coming 
into the United States. 

At the outset, let me say that I think 
the most important single issue that 
we have finally arrived at in joint 
belief is that eradication at the source 
is the single most effective weapon 
that we have in reducing the flow of 
drugs. The Government of Bolivia has 
a record of zero accomplishments in 
narcotics control, and we have reached 
the limit of our patience in waiting 
year after year for some kind of posi
tive action, but seeing only more foot
dragging and excuses. 

Despite millions of dollars in Ameri
can assistance, Bolivia has failed to 
eradicate even one coca bush. None
theless we recognize that Bolivia, as a 
bilateral partner of the United States 
and as a large, important nation of 
South America, is about to hold elec
tions, hopefully, to bring in a new 
democratic, nonmilitary Government, 
and that there may be a window of op
portunity to make one final effort on 
narcotics control with this new Gov
ernment. 

Therefore, on behalf of myself, the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN], 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. FEI
GHAN], who has worked very hard, and 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
GILMAN], the cochair of the Interna
tional Narcotics Task Force which I 
have the honor of chairing, and after 
consultation with the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. RANGEL], I am offering 
this substitute. 

The substitute conditions economic 
support funds and military assistance 
to Bolivia on that Government's im
plementing the narcotics control 
agreements that it signed with the 
United States in 1983. Briefly, the sub-

stitute requires the following: For 
fiscal year 1986, Bolivia would receive 
25 percent of its economic support 
funds and military assistance when it 
enacts a law making at least part of its 
coca crop illegal, and the remaining 75 
percent when it has made substantial 
progress toward the eradication tar
gets contained in the 1983 agreements. 
This would allow some flexibility on 
the part of our State Department, on 
narcotics control people, and on DEA 
agents in that country to work with 
the Government and give them the 
flexibility to allow for the kinds of 
things necessary that the Government 
must do to conquer a longstanding de
votion to coca chewing inside its own 
population. 

For fiscal year 1987, Boliva must 
first adopt a plan for countrywide coca 
eradication. The 1983 agreement 
talked about the Chapare region. For 
1987, we want the whole country cov
ered under that agreement. If so, it 
would receive 50 percent of its eco
nomic support and military aid when 
it achieves half the eradication targets 
and the remaining 50 percent when it 
fully achieves its eradication targets. 

With regard to Peru, the second half 
of the substitute, the substitute condi
tions fiscal year 1986 assistance on a 
Presidential report that Peru has dem
onstrated substantial progress in de
veloping a plan to end illicit coca pro
duction. For fiscal year 1987, the 
President must report that Peru has 
developed a plan and is implementing 
it. 

The focal point of the amendment is 
Bolivia. I think this is a very impor
tant amendment. It does not affect 
some portions of Bolivia's aid, food 
aid, development assistance, and, most 
important from our perspective, nar
cotics control assistance. 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
DURBIN] was absolutely correct in 
saying that we do not want to do any
thing which would force the country 
further into poverty or put people who 
are already in jeopardy in terms of 
food or their ability to support them
selves in further jeopardy, but the re
ality is that we must do something. 

This amendment applies to those 
things that they want as well, econom
ic support funds and military aid. It is 
a carrot-and-stick approach. If Bolivia 
lives up to its written commitments, it 
will get its aid. If it does not, then 
they are responsible for the loss of 
their own aid. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. SMITH] 
has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. SMITH 
of Florida was allowed to proceed for 2 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I know that some Members 
might want to support more drastic 
measures. Sometimes, I think I would 
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like to do that as well. But if this new 
Bolivian Government does not show 
some progress in this area, then this 
Congress will enact more severe penal
ties. But for the time being we all be
lieve this is a more appropriate ap
proach. 

I would like to thank my colleagues 
for their interest and assistance in this 
matter, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
F'EIGHAN], who chaired the task force 
in the 98th Congress, the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. DuRBIN], who has 
such an abiding interest in this prob
lem, and my good friend, the gentle
man from New York [Mr. GILMAN], 
who serves as the cochair on the task 
force and who is on the Select Com
mittee on Narcotics Abuse and Con
trol. And I especially want to com
mend and thank the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. RANGEL], the chairman 
of the Select Committee on Narcotics 
Abuse and Control, with whom I serve, 
for his cooperation in working out 
what I believe is an acceptable and 
workable compromise. 

I would also like to thank the chair
man of the Subcommittee on Western 
Hemisphere, the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. BARNES], who has had 
such an important part in shaping 
this, so as to reflect the concerns that 
we have for those countries and at the 
same time reflect our own concerns. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to yield to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
RANGEL] at this time, and I also com
mend the gentleman for the years 
that he has spent in fighting this 
problem of illicit narcotics. I yield to 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, let me 
say to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. SMITH] that we have worked very 
closely with his subcommittee and 
with the chairman of the full commit
tee, and at this time, I would like to 
ask the gentleman to yield to the gen
tleman who serves on both of those 
committees, as well as the select com
mittee, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. GILMAN]. 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
GILMAN]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. SMITH] 
has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. SMITH 
of Florida was allowed to proceed for 5 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to commend our distinguished chair
man of our Select Committee on Nar
cotics Abuse and Control, Mr. RANGEL, 

· for his hard-hitting statement and I 
rise in strong support of the amend
ment of the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. SMITH]. As colleagues on both 
the Select Committee on Narcotics 
Abuse and Control and the Foreign 
Affairs Committee Task Force on 
International Nacrcotics, I am very 
aware of his knowledge of and commit-

ment to reducing the supply and 
demand for drugs in this country. 

Drug abuse is at epidemic propor
tions in this country and, indeed, 
worldwide. Heroin, marijuana, and co
caine are flooding our shores with 
more of each expected to be available 
during the current year than ever 
before. While we can and must do all 
that we can to reduce the supply of all 
illicit drugs, the amendment before us 
provides an opportunity to deal direct
ly with one of the fastest-growing epi
demics this Nation has experienced
cocaine abuse, an abuse affecting over 
5 million Americans. About 75 percent 
of the cocaine affecting the United 
States is clandestinely manufactured 
in Colombia from coca paste smuggled 
from Peru and Bolivia where it is pro
duced from coca leaf cultivated in 
those countries. 

In 1983, the Congress passed legisla
tion, signed into law by the President, 
authorizing the President to suspend 
economic and military assistance to 
any country that failed to take ade
quate steps to prevent illicit drugs 
from entering the United States. The 
substitute Smith amendment before 
us provides us with an opportunity to 
judiciously pursue implementation of 
this law with reference to Peru and 
Bolivia. 

In the case of Bolivia, the cultivation 
of coca and the refining and traffick
ing illicit coca products have been in
creasing for nearly a decade. Despite 
the fact that bilateral project agree
ments were concluded in August 1983, 
to provide U.S. assistance to Bolivia to 
reduce coca cultivation and deal with 
narcotics trafficking, implementation 
has been extremely slow. In 1984, the 
United States supplied Bolivia with 
$37.8 million in economic and military 
assistance and in 1985, that figure is 
expected to rise to $48 million. I don't 
believe that such huge amounts of tax 
dollars should be provided based 
simply on promises. It is time for re
sults. Not more words. 

A similar situation exists in Peru. In 
1981, bilateral coca reduction and re
gional development assistance agree
ments for the Upper Huallaga Valley 
were concluded. Despite the fact that 
coca reduction operations have been 
underway since 1983, only 3,000 of the 
estimated 50,000 to 70,000 hectars of 
coca under cultivation were eradicated 
in 1984. During that same year, the 
United States provided the Govern
ment of Peru with $76.2 million in eco
nomic and military assistance. 

I think my colleagues will agree that 
the expenditure of American tax dol
lars must be based on the "reasona
ble" assumption that we are not indi
rectly or directly financing the system
atic destruction of the minds and 
morals of our citizens. Without con
crete proof that coca production in Bo
livia and Peru is being substantially re-

duced, that is precisely what we are 
doing. 

While I would be more inclined to 
support an immediate cutoff of U.S. 
assistance to these nations until sub
stantial progress was made in eradicat
ing coca, our distinguished Ambassa
dors to Peru and Bolivia, have urged a 
more moderate approach because of 
the changing political climate in each 
nation. The amendment before us af
fords such an opportunity. It is based 
on the premise that coca eradication 
in Bolivia and Peru cannot be achieved 
without the development and imple
mentation of plans based on Single 
Convention on Narcotic Drugs of 1961, 
that establish legal coca requirements, 
license the number of hectares neces
sary to produce the legal require
ments, and make unlicensed coca pro
duction illegal. 

During the first half of this year, re
ports issued by the Select Committee 
on Narcotics Abuse and Control, the 
U.S. Department of State, the House 
Foreign Affairs Committee and the 
United Nations International Narcot
ics Control Board were unanimous in 
their conclusions that much more 
needs to be done by the Governments 
of Peru and Bolivia to bring the illicit 
production of coca under control. Left 
uncontrolled cocaine will continue to 
be readily available on our streets at 
higher levels of purity and at lower 
prices. To understand the threat, we 
need look no farther than the fact 
that cocaine-related deaths and emer
gency room visits increased by 300 per~ 
cent from 1978 to 1983. We can no 
longer afford the luxury of simply 
urging nations to reduce coca produc
tion. It is time to put teeth into our ef
forts and require that firm commit
ments be developed, and actions taken. 
The substitute amendment before us 
can help us achieve that purpose. Ac
cordingly I urge my colleagues' strong 
support. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I join 
with the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. GILMAN] in accepting the substi
tute and also in lauding the full com
mittee chairman for providing us with 
the vehicle to work out the differences 
we have had. 

It is true that both the Bolivian 
Government and the Peruvian Gov
ernment have just had elections. They 
start with new governments and hope
fully with new initiatives in order to 
do something about this serious prob
lem. 

It is an historic statement that is 
being made by this legislation which 
shows that at least those of us in the 
House of Representatives and the 
Congress are saying, enough is 
enough. It has to stop somewhere and 
they have to take some initiatives. 

As long as we have taken care of all 
the humanitarian needs that we were 
supposed to take care of, I think this 
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goes a long way to telling the govern
ment that they have to move. 

So for all those reasons and with the 
understanding that this House stands 
ready to implement even harsher and 
more strict legislation, hopefully we 
will not need it, but I think that the 
Foreign Affairs Committee with all its 
members has gone a long way in at 
least setting the record straight as to 
what this country and what this Con
gress stands for. 

Mr. Chairman, I accept the substi
tute amendment. 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, reclaiming my time, I want to 
thank the gentleman again. As I indi
cated before, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. RANGEL] and the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. GILMAN] have 
spent years on this problem. They 
were the trailblazers in this. The 
Rangel-Gilman amendment is one of 
those things that has been the cata
lyst for doing what we are doing 
today. We are translating what we did 
before into action right now because 
we see the need for it in this body. 
That is important. This is a turning 
point, a new era in the way we are 
going to deal with nations with which 
we have relations, but at the same 
time with which we have major prob
lems in drug production. 

I thank the gentleman very much 
and I think the country thanks him as 
well. 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 
,. Mr. SMITH of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. FEIGHAN]. 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Chairman, I ap
preciate the gentleman yielding. 

I would like to commend the gentle
man from Florida for his exceptional 
work as chairman of the Narcotics 
Control Task Force on the Foreign Af
fairs Committee. I join with the gen
tleman in comp1ending the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. RANGEL] and the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
GILMAN] for their untiring work over 
the past several years on the whole 
range of issues regarding narcotics 
control, addressing it both from an 
international law perspective as well 
as domestic. 

We are very fortunate I think this 
year to have in our foreign aid bill, as 
well as to have in our State Depart
ment authorization bill very tough, 
very significant narcotics control lan
guage. We have that in the bill on the 
floor this afternoon. We have had it in 
the State Department authorization 
bill. Because of the leadership of our 
Chairman, the gentleman from Flori
da [Mr. FASCELL], I think Americans 
can be extremely grateful for that 
kind of leadership in the Foreign Af
fairs Committee and in the Congress. 

In spite of all our efforts, we recog
nize that Bolivia is presenting very 
unique problems for us. The problem 
from coca production and the illicit 

trafficking from Bolivia are increasing 
in their dimensions rather than de
creasing. 

We have had, as previous speakers 
have indicated, various assurances. 
Over 2 years ago, we negotiated with 
the Bolivian Government four sepa
rate agreements in August 1983, four 
separate agreements to get their coop
eration in reducing the amount of pro
duction of cocaine, in reducing the 
trafficking that is coming from their 
country. 

The amendment that we have before 
us, the substitute offered by the gen
tleman from Florida, I think is a very 
modest, a very sensible one. It address
es the problem that we see with Boliva 
as the first or second largest producer 
of coca in the entire world and it says 
that we would request of that govern
ment for them to receive our full level 
of foreign assistance, both economic 
and necessary, that they meet the 
minimal requirements of those agree
ments. I think that is important for 
the Members of this body to recognize. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. SMITH] 
has again expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. SMITH 
of Florida was allowed to proceed for 3 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I yield to the gentleman from 
Ohio. 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for continuing to 
yield. 

I think it is important, as I was 
saying, that Members of this body rec
ognize that our total aid request for 
Bolivia is close to $60 million. 

Now, this amendment conditions 
only a very modest amount of that aid. 
I think it does it in a way that also en
sures that Bolivia will receive every 
dollar of that economic and military 
assistance if they only meet the very 
minimal requirements of the agree
ments to which they have already 
become parties to over 2 years ago. 

Furthermore, this amendment rec
ognizes Bolivia's economic difficulties 
and the political difficulties that it 
faces. I think it can ensure that we 
will see signficant eradication in a 
country that has become; if not one of 
the major producers of coca and there
fore one of the major contributors of 
the cocaine epidemic that we have in 
this country. 

I conclude, Mr. Chairman, again by 
saluting the efforts of the chairman, 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
SMITH] of the Narcotics Control Task 
Force, and most especially the work of 
our chairman, the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. FASCELL] and the gentle
man from the Select Committee, the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
RANGEL]. 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for his 
statement. I want to commend him for 

the work that he did in the previous 
Congress. 

I also would like to join the gentle
man in his remarks with reference to 
the chairman of this committee. With
out the chairman's dedication over the 
years to this problem, this really 
would not have been doable in the for
eign aid bill and the State Department 
authorization bill. I think that we all 
owe a debt of gratitude to the gentle
man from Florida [Mr. FASCELL] in 
that regard. 

South Florida is an area where we 
have grave concerns about the inflow 
of drugs. All over the United States I 
think that problem exists today and 
we want to do something about it. 
With this substitute we are beginning 
to make that kind of commitment at 
the Federal level to do what really 
needs to be done in the process . of 
eradication in the growing and source 
countries. 
e Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. SMITH] to the amendment of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
RANGEL]. 

Since 1972, I have been urging the 
State Department to utilize every pos
sible diplomatic leverage to induce the 
cooperation of drug-producing coun
tries. 

In fact, in 1972, I originally authored 
legislation requiring the President to 
suspend assistance to any country that 
did not live up to its international nar
cotics control responsibilities. 

Despite this legislative authority, 
and the strong congressional commit
ment to controlling the illicit produc
tion and distribution of drugs, I regret 
to report that the State Department 
has turned a deaf ear to the clamor 
for action by both the Congress and 
the American people. 

Because of my deep concern about 
this problem, I wrote President 
Reagan in February of this year 
urging him to consider whether sanc
tions should be applied immediately to 
any of the countries that have failed 
to cooperate with us in stemming the 
flow of drugs to this country. I par
ticularly noted in my letter to him 
that Peru and Bolivia had done little 
to curtail coca production. 

I received the usual State Depart
ment response that while they were 
not reluctant to recommend sanctions 
to the President, they did "not believe 
suspending assistance would, at this 
time, enhance narcotics control in any 
of the countries whose performance 
we criticized in our annual report" on 
international narcotics control. 

Mr. Chairman, the time for diplo
matically induced caution and timid 
responses to the call for action on 
drug abuse is over. We must demand 
concrete action by drug-producing 
countries if we are ever to attack the 
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drug problem at its source, which in 
my view, is the only logical and practi
cal way to proceed. 

The gentleman's amendment does 
exactly that by calling on Peru and 
Bolivia to take affirmative and effec
tive steps to reduce coca production. 
Unless we demand specific actions on 
the part of these countries, I do not 
believe the American people and the 
international community will be con
vinced as to our resolve to eliminate 
the scourge of drug addiction. 

I commend the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. RANGEL] and the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. SMITH] for bringing 
this important matter to the attention 
of this body. I urge my colleagues to 
support this reasonable attempt to uti
lize the sanctions that have been on 
our statute books for well over a 
decade but which, unfortunately, have 
not been effectively utilized by the 
State Department.e 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Florida [Mr. SMITH] as a 
substitute for the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
RANGEL]. 

The amendment offered as a substi
tute for the amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New York [Mr. RANGEL], as 
amended. ' 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DORNAN OF 
CALIFORNIA 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DoRNAN of 

California: Page 68, after line 9, insert the 
following new section: 
SEC. 518. DRUG TRAFFICKING AND THE PROBLEM 

OF TOTAL CONFIDENTIALITY OF CER
TAIN FOREIGN BANK ACCOUNTS. 

<a> F'INDINGs.-The Congress finds that
(1 > several banks in Latin America and the 

Caribbean are used by narcotics traffickers 
as depositories for money obtained in pro
viding illicit drugs to the United States and 
other countries of the region; 

<2> offshore banks which provide total 
confidentiality provide a service which ma
terially assists the operations of illicit drug 
traffickers; and 

(3) cooperation in gaining access to the 
bank accounts of such narcotics traffickers 
would materially assist United States au
thorities in controlling the activities of such 
traffickers. 

(b) POLICY.-The Congress-
( 1) requests the President to seek to nego

tiate treaties with all countries providing 
such confidential offshore banking, espe
cially those in the Caribbean region, in 
order that the United States Government 
could obtain access to the bank accounts of 
known drug traffickers for the purpose of 
recovering illegally acquired funds; 

<2> directs the President to include reports 
on the results of such efforts in the annual 

International Narcotics Control Strategy 
Report; and 

<3> reaffirms its intention to obtain maxi
mum cooperation on the part of all govern
ments for the purpose of halting interna
tional drug trafficking, and constantly to 
evaluate the cooperation of those govern
ments receiving assistance from the United 
States. 

Mr. SMITH of Florida <during the 
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani
mous consent that the amendment be 
considered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 

Chairman, as one who has worked for 
many years against the curse of illicit 
narcotics trafficking in this country, I 
have introduced this amendment for 
the purpose of obtaining cooperation 
from countries close to the United 
States which offer confidential off
shore banking service in gaining access 
to illicit narcotics profits. There are 
several of these, Cayman Islands, Ba
hamas, Panama, and the Netherlands 
Antilles among others. No one is op
posed to confidentiality of banking. It 
is an extension of the right of privacy 
which we all uphold. Yet like any 
right, it can be used for wrong pur
poses. In this case, money obtained by 
selling cocaine, heroin, marijuana, or a 
myriad of other narcotics is trans
ferred to confidential, perhaps num
bered, bank accounts in one or more of 
these banking havens. Through "false 
front" business this money is reinvest
ed in additional narcotics trafficking. 

My amendment calls on the Presi
dent to seek treaties with these vari
ous banking haven governments which 
would enable this government to re
claim narcotics profits. As a precedent 
I refer to the Swiss-American Treaty 
on Mutual Assistance in Criminal Mat
ters. This agreement was concluded on 
May 25, 1973, and went into effect 4 
years later. It was not easy to obtain, 
given differences between the civil law 
of the United States and the common 
law of Switzerland. Yet this excellent 
treaty is on the books and has specific 
provisions dealing with organized 
crime. For those who wish to research 
this treaty it can be found in 27 UST, 
pages 2021 to 2065. 

I should point out that negotiations 
with responsible governments have 
been underway and in some instances 
have already met with success. I un
derstand from the Bureau of Interna
tional Narcotics matters at the State 
Department that negotiations with 
Britain on the Cayman Islands were 
actually completed last winter. But 
there is no agreement with the Baha
mas as yet, nor with Panama. 

How much money is involved? We 
don't know, for obvious reasons. Some 
estimate that the total domestic take 
in this country is over $100 billion a 

year. A substantial portion of this is in 
confidential accounts, and appropriate 
agreements could result in the return 
of much of that illicit take. 

This measure is not aimed at non
narcotics money, and is not designed 
to provide a fishing license for this 
Government to rummage through the 
legitimate accounts of law-abiding citi
zens. My specific intent is that we 
press to eliminate a safe haven for the 
ill-gotten gains of the drug traffickers 
who prey on this country's citizens. 
Thousands of Americans have died by 
overdose and dozens have been shot as 
innocent bystanders in drug war gun 
fights. 

I believe that President Reagan's ad
ministration has demonstrated a keen 
and significant dedication to the prob
lem of reducing narcotics trafficking 
in the United States and throughout 
this hemisphere and elsewhere. The 
Congress is deeply interested in sup
porting such an effort. I believe this 
amendment can demonstrate the Con
gress' interest in the administration's 
efforts to obtain treaties which will 
help make life miserable for narcotics 
traffickers and regain money which 
would otherwise be beyond reach, 
money stained with blood and agony 
beyond description. 

One technical point. Since the De
partment of State already reports an
nually to the Congress on narcotics 
policy developments, I have changed 
the language in section (b)(2) to in
clude my requested report in the 
annual international narcotics control 
strategy report, beginning in 1986. 

I urge my colleagues to accept this 
measure. 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Yes, I 
am delighted to yield to my friend. 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. chair
man, I thank the gentleman for yield
ing. I know the gentleman has a state
ment prepared. The gentleman under
stands that we have already discussed 
this amendment and this side is pre
pared to take it. We are working under 
some time constraints and there are 
others who wish to talk. 

If the gentleman would continue to 
yield, I would be happy on behalf of 
this side to accept the amendment. We 
think it is a good amendment. It is 
well intentioned. We are working that 
way already with the Cayman Islands. 

We would like to see the President 
urge the negotiation of other kinds of 
treaties with other areas where we 
continue to have difficulty. 

If the gentleman at this point would 
yield to the other gentleman, then we 
will accept the amendment at the ap
propriate time. 

0 1650 
Mr. DORNAN of California. I thank 

the gentleman. 
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Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DORNAN of California. I will be 

happy to yield to my distinguished 
friend from New York. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the gentleman's amend
ment. It is an extremely important 
amendment because the profits from 
narcotics trafficking, of course, are 
concealed in these silent bank ac
counts, and it is extremely important 
that we open up the confidentiality of 
these accounts so that we can pursue 
the profits of trafficking. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
measure. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DORNAN of California. I yield 
gladly to the senior Member from the 
great State of California serving on 
the Foreign Affairs Committee, Mr. 
LAGOMARSINO. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I want to 
accept the amendment Qn behalf of 
the minority and say that I think it is 
an extremely important amendment. 
The laundering of illicit drug profits is 
one of the biggest problems we have. 

Our administration is now working 
on legislation with regard to launder
ing within the country. This comple
ments that effort and will complement 
the effort outside, and we appreciate 
the amendment. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. I appre
ciate the gentleman's remarks. 

Let me say in closing that there are 
very few Members in this body that 
command such attention that the 
House and the gallery quiets down to 
such an extent that you literally can 
hear a pin drop. Such attention is 
given the Speaker, and your majority 
leader and our Republican leader. 

However, I noticed near perfect si
lence on this House floor the other 
day, when Members rose to discuss 
this curse of narcotics. Some told of 
the agony of drugs tearing up their 
own children. Some Members of this 
House spoke so poignantly and pain
fully that many Members were choked 
up. 

This is truly the fifth horseman of 
the apocalypse, with war, famine 
plague and pestilence and all of the 
other things that mankind has to 
suffer, this horseman we truly have 
brought upon ourselves. I am glad to 
see that we may pass this amendment 
to go after these secret, hidden bank 
account havens where these cocaine 
cowboys stash away their filthy blood 
money, made off the pain and suffer
ing and death of our fellow Americans. 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DORNAN of California. I am 
glad to yield to my good friend from 
Ohio. 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
would simply like to compliment the 

gentleman from California on offering 
this amendment and underscoring 
that I believe that he does not at all 
understate the dimensions of the prob
lem of international narcotics that we 
are facing in this Nation. 

I would further state that I think 
while we have addressed in this legisla
tion a good deal of important language 
in dealing with source countries, this 
amendment goes one step further. 

Mr. WORTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Califor
nia. 

If we are going to be at all successful 
in our battle against the international 
drug trade, we have to get at the big 
guys-the people behind the drug 
trade-the people who are financing 
the destruction of human lives. The 
Dornan amendment recognizes this 
necessity by calling on the President 
to negotiate treaties with Latin Ameri
can and Caribbean countries that 
would allow access to confidential 
bank accounts of known drug traffick
ers. 

Mr. Chairman, 50 percent of all 
crime in the United States is drug re
lated. The estimated street value of 
drugs imported into this country each 
year is $75 billion. Eighty billion dol
lars in cash transactions are generated 
by the drug trade. Two-thirds of this 
drug money passes through banks and 
other financial institutions. 

Money is the reason people get into 
the drug trade. If we take away the 
lure of easy money, if we increase the 
costs associated with making that 
money, we will be much closer to 
greatly reducing if not totally elimi
nating the drug trade. To do this we 
have to get at the financial backers, 
which means we have to stop money 
laundering. It is vital to this effort 
that law enforcement officers have 
access to known drug traffickers' bank 
accounts. 

Bank secrecy laws in several coun
tries currently make them havens for 
laundering drug money. These laws 
shield an account's true owner ·and 
transactions. It is easy to see how cru
cial these laws are to big money laun
dering operations. We have to negoti
ate treaties with the countries whose 
bank secrecy laws make them havens. 

We currently have such a treaty 
with Switzerland. Although it has not 
been a cure-all, it has been a definite 
step toward stricter enforcement and 
closer cooperation. We need to estab
lish similar forms of cooperation with 
other haven countries. 

There are no easy answers to stop
ping the drug trade. It requires a mul
tipronged attack. We have our cur
rently ongoing efforts. Last week, we 
approved amendments to the defense 
authorization bill allowing the De
fense Department to help civilian 
agencies in the interdiction of drug 
shipments. The Banking and Judiciary 

Committees are working on efforts to 
attack the drug trade and its finan
ciers. All of these efforts and more are 
needed to keep up with the constantly 
changing evasive tactics of drug traf
fickers. 

We have to get the financiers of the 
drug trade where it hurts: the pocket
book. The integrity of society is at 
stake. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from California [Mr. DoRNAN]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Are there further amendments to 

title V? 
If not, the Clerk will designate title 

VI. 
The text of title VI is as follows: 
TITLE VI-UNITED STATES SCHOLARSHIP 
PROGRAM FOR DEVELOPING COUNTRIES 

SEC. 601. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this title is to establish an 
undergraduate scholarship program de
signed to bring students of limited financial 
means from developing countries to the 
United States tor study at United States in
stitutions of higher education. 
SEC. 602. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS OF POLICY. 

The Congress finds and declares that-
(1) it is in the national interest for the 

United States Government to provide a 
stable source of financial support to give 
students in developing countries the oppor
tunity to study in the United States, in 
order to improve the range and quality of 
educational alternatives, increase mutual 
understanding, and build lasting links be
tween those countries and the United States; 

(2) providing scholarships to foreign stu
dents to study in the United States has 
proven over time to be an effective means of 
creating strong bonds between the United 
States and the future leadership of develop
ing countries and, at the same time, assists 
countries substantially in their development 
efforts; 

(3) study in United States institutions by 
foreign students enhances trade and eco
nomic relationships by providing strong 
English language skills and establishing 
professional and business contacts; 

(4) students from families of limited fi
nancial means have, in the past, largely not 
had the opportunity to study in the United 
States, and scholarship programs sponsored 
by the United States have made no provi
sion tor identifying, preparing, or support
ing such students tor study in the United 
States; 

(5J it is essential that the United States 
citizenry develop its knowledge and under
standing of the developing countries and 
their languages, cultures, and socioeconom
ic composition as these areas assume an 
ever larger role in the world community; 

(6) the number of United States Govern
ment-sponsored scholarships tor students in 
developing countries has been exceeded as 
much as twelve times in a given year by the 
number of scholarships offered by Soviet
bloc governments to students in developing 
countries, and this disparity entails the seri
ous long-run cost of having so many of the 
potential future leaders of the developing 
world educated in Soviet-bloc countries,· 

(7) an undergraduate scholarship program 
for students of limited financial means from 
developing countries to study in the United 
States would complement current assistance 
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efforts in the areas of advanced education 
and training of people of developing coun
tries in such disciplines as are required for 
planning and implementation of public and 
private development activities; and 

f8J the National Bipartisan Commission 
on Central America has recommended a pro
gram of 10,000 United States Government
sponsored scholarships to bring Central 
American students to the United States, 
which program would involve careful target
ing to encourage participation by young 
people from all social and economic classes, 
would maintain existing admission stand
ards by providing intensive English and 
other training, and would encourage gradu
ates to return to their home countries after 
completing their education. 
SEC. 603. SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM AUTHORITY. 

raJ IN GENERAL.-The President, acting 
through the United States In/ormation 
Agency, shall provide scholarships (includ
ing partial assistance) for undergraduate 
study at United States institutions of higher 
education by citizens and nationals of de
veloping countries who have completed their 
secondary education and who would not 
otherwise have an opportunity to study in 
the United States due to financial limita
tions. 

(b) FORM OF SCHOLARSHIP,' FORGIVENESS OF 
LOAN REPAYMENT.-Scholarships pursuant to 
this title shall be in the form of grants and 
loans. To encourage students to use their 
training in their countries of origin, half of 
each payment to a student shall be in the 
form of a loan with repayment to be forgiv
en upon the student's prompt return to his 
or her country of origin for a period which 
is at least one year longer than the period 
spent studying in the United States. 

(cJ CoNSULTATION.-Before allocating any 
of the funds made available to carry out this 
title, the President shall consult with United 
States institutions of higher education, edu
cational exchange organizations, United 
States missions in developing countries, and 
the governments of participating countries 
on how to implement the guidelines speci
fied in section 604. 

(d) DEFINITION.-For purposes of this title, 
the term "institution of higher education" 
has the same meaning as given to such term 
by section 120UaJ of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965. 
SEC. 604. GUIDELINES. 

The scholarship program under this title 
shall be carried out in accordance with the 
following guidelines: 

(1) Consistent with section 112(bJ of the 
Mutual Educational and Cultural Exchange 
Act of 1961, all programs created pursuant 
to this title shall be nonpolitical and bal
anced, and shall be administered in keeping 
with the highest standards of academic 
integrity. 

(2) United States missions shall design 
ways to identify promising students who are 
in secondary educational institutions, or 
who have completed their secondary educa
tion, for study in the United States. In car
rying out this paragraph, the United States 
mission in a country shall consult with 
Peace Corps volunteers and staff assigned to 
that country and with private and volun
tary organizations with a proven record of 
providing development assistance to devel
oping countries. 

(3) United States missions shall develop 
and strictly implement specific economic 
need criteria. Scholarships under this title 
may only be provided to students who meet 
the economic need criteria. 

(4) The program shall utilize educational 
institutions in the United States and in de-

veloping countries to help participants in 
the programs acquire necessary skills in 
English and other appropriate education 
training. 

(5) Each participant from a developing 
country shall be selected on the basis of aca
demic and leadership potential and the eco
nomic, political,. and social development 
needs of such country. Such needs shall be 
determined by each United States mission 
in consultation with the government of the 
respective country. Scholarship opportuni
ties shall emphasize fields that are critical 
to the development of the participant's 
country, including agriculture, civil engi
neering, communications, social science, 
education, public and business administra
tion, health, nutrition, environmental stud
ies, population and family planning, and 
energy. 

(6) The program shall be flexible in order 
to take advantage of different training and 
educational opportunities offered by univer
sities, postsecondary vocational training 
schools, and community colleges in the 
United States. 

(7) The program shall be flexible with re
spect to the number of years of undergradu
ate education financed but in no case shall 
students be brought to the United States for 
a period less than one year. 

(8) Adequate allowance shall be made in 
the scholarship for the purchase of books 
and related educational material relevant to 
the program of study. 

(9) Further allowance shall be made to 
provide adequate opportunities for profes
sional, academic, and cultural enrichment 
for scholarship recipients. 

(10) The program shall, to the maximum 
extent practicable, offer equal opportunities 
for both male and female students to study 
in the United States. 
SEC. 605. AUTHORITY TO ENTER INTO AGREEMENTS. 

The President may enter into agreements 
with foreign governments in furtherance of 
the purposes of this title. Such agreements 
may provide for the creation or continu
ation of binational or multinational educa
tional and cultural foundations and com
missions for the purposes of administering 
programs under this title. 
SEC. 606. POLICY REGARDING OTHER INTERNATION

AL EDUCATIONAL PROGR.4MS. 

raJ AID-FUNDED PROGRAMs.-The Congress 
urges the administrator of the agency pri
marily responsible for administering part I 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, in im
plementing programs authorized under that 
part, to increase assistance for .undergradu
ate scholarships for students of limited fi
nancial means from developing countries to 
study in the United States at United States 
institutions of higher education. To the 
maximum extent practicable, such scholar
ship assistance shall be furnished in accord
ance with the guidelines contained in sec
tion 604 of this title. 

(b) US/A-FUNDED POSTGRADUATE STUDY IN 
THE UNITED STATES.-The Congress urges the 
Director of the United States In/ormation 
Agency to expand opportunities for students 
of limited financial means from developing 
countries to receive financial assistance for 
postgraduate study at United States institu
tion of higher education. 

(C) STUDY BY AMERICANS IN DEVELOPING 
CouNTRIEs.-The Congress urges the Presi
dent to take such steps as are necessary to 
expand the opportunities for Americans 
from all economic classes to study in devel
oping countries. 

SEC. 607. ESTABLISHMENT AND MAINTENANCE OF 
COUNSELING SERVICES. 

(a) COUNSELING SERVICES ABROAD.-For the 
purpose of assisting foreign students in 
choosing fields of study, selecting appropri
ate institutions of higher education, and 
preparing for their stay in the United States, 
the President may make suitable arrange
ments for counseling and orientation serv
ices abroad. 

(b) COUNSELING SERVICES IN THE UNITED 
STATEs.-For the purposes of assisting for
eign students in making the best use of their 
opportunities while attending United States 
institutions of higher education, and assist
ing such students in directing their talents 
and initiative into channels which will 
make them more effective leaders upon 
return to their native lands, the President 
may make suitable arrangements (by con
tract or otherwise) for the establishment and 
maintenance of adequate counseling serv
ices at United States institutions of higher 
education which are attended by foreign stu
dents. 
SEC. 608. BOARD OF FOREIGN SCHOLARSHIPS. 

The Board of Foreign Scholarships shall 
advise and assist the President in the dis
charge of the scholarship program carried 
out pursuant to this title, in accordance 
with the guidelines set forth in section 604. 
The President may provide for such addi
tional secretarial and staff assistance for 
the Board as may be required to carry out 
this title. 
SEC. 609. GENERAL AUTHORITIES. 

(a) PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTOR CONTRIBU
TIONS.-The public and private sectors in the 
United States and in the developing coun
tries shall be encouraged to contribute to the 
costs of the scholarship program financed 
under this title. 

(b) UTILIZATION OF RETURNING PROGRAM 
PARTICIPANTS.-The President shall seek to 
engage the public and private sectors of de
veloping countries in programs to maximize 
the utilization of recipients of scholarships 
under this title upon their return to their 
own countries. 

(C) PROMOTION ABROAD OF SCHOLARSHIP 
PROGRAM.-The President may provide for 
publicity and promotion abroad of the 
scholarship program provided for in this 
title. 

(d) INCREASING UNITED STATES UNDERSTAND
ING OF DEVELOPING COUNTRIES.-The Presi
dent shall encourage United States institu
tions of higher education, which are attend
ed by students from developing countries 
who receive scholarships under this title, to 
provide opportunities for United States citi
zens attending those institutions to develop 
their knowledge and understanding of the 
developing countries, and the languages and 
cultures of those countries, represented by 
those foreign students. 

(e) OTHER ACTIVITIES TO PROMOTE IM
PROVED UNDERSTANDING.-Funds allocated by 
the United States In/ormation Agency, or 
the agency primarily responsible for carry
ing out part I of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961, for scholarships in accordance with 
this title shall be available to enhance the 
educational training and capabilities of the 
people of Latin America and the Caribbean 
and to promote better understanding be
tween the United States and Latin America 
and the Caribbean through programs of co
operation, study, training, and research. 
Such funds may be used for program and ad
ministrative costs for institutions carrying 
out such programs. 
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SEC. 610. ENGLISH TEACHING, TEXTBOOKS, AND 

OTHER TEACHING MATERIALS. 

Wherever adequate facilities or materials 
are not available to carry out the purposes 
of paragraph f4) of section 604 in the par
ticipant's country and the President deter
mines that the purposes of this title are best 
served by providing the preliminary train
ing in the participant's country, the Presi
dent may (by purchase, contract, or other 
appropriate means) provide the necessary 
materials and instructors to achieve such 
purpose. 
SEC. 611. REPORTING REQUIREMENT. 

Not later than February 1 each year, the 
President shall submit to the Congress a 
report on the activities carried on and ex
penditures made pursuant to this title 
during the preceding fiscal year. 
SEC. 612. FUNDING OF SCHOLARSHIPS FOR FISCAL 

YEAR 1986 AND FISCAL YEAR 1987. 

(a) CENTRAL AMERICAN UNDERGRADUATE 
SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM.-The undergraduate 
scholarship program financed by the United 
States Information Agency tor students from 
Central America for fiscal year 1986 and 
fiscal year 1987 shall be conducted in ac
cordance with this title. 

(b) SCHOLARSHIPS FOR STUDENTS FROM 
OTHER DEVELOPING COUNTRIES.-Any funds 
appropriated to the United States Informa
tion Agency for fiscal year 1986 or fiscal 
year 1987 for any purpose (other than funds 
appropriated for educational exchange pro
grams under section 102fa)(1J of the Mutual 
Educational and Cultural Exchange Act of 
1961J may be used to carry out this title 
with respect to students from developing 
countries outside Central America. 
SEC. 613. COMPLIANCE WITH CONGRESSIONAL 

BUDGET ACT. 

Any authority provided by this title to 
enter into contracts shall be effective only-

( 1J to the extent that the budget authority 
tor the obligation to make outlays, which is 
created by the contract, has been provided 
in advance by an appropriation Act; or 

(2) to the extent or in such amounts as are 
provided in advance in appropriation Acts. 

Mr. YATRON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

I rise for the purposes of clarifying 
the legislative history of H.R. 1555. 

Mr. Chairman, when the committee 
report was printed, two noncontrover
sial paragraphs in the report language 
concerning the Women's Decade Con
ference on the U.N. revolving fund 
were accidentally omitted. I ask that 
the record reflect this report language 
which was approved by the full com
mittee, which follows: 

The subcommittee recommends that the 
administration consider requesting a sepa
rate line item for the U.N. revolving fund 
for natural resource exploration for fiscal 
year 1087. This program serves to promote 
U.S. private sector interests in the interna
tional eommunity. 

The subcommittee is encouraged by the 
decrease of politicization regarding the 
preparations for the United Nations Confer
ence on the Decade for Women. The sub
committee hopes the improvements made 
for the upcoming Conference, to be held in 
Nairobi, Kenya in July of this year, will con
tinue so that this international meeting re
sults in a beneficial and informative ex
change between women of all nations. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. YATRON] 
making a unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. YATRON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the record re
flect that report language. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DYMALL Y 

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DYMALLY: 

Page 70, line 13, strike out "and"; line 24, 
strike out the period and insert in lieu 
thereof"; and"; and after line 24, insert the 
following: 

"(9) it is also in the interest of the United 
States, as well as peaceful cooperation in 
the Western Hemisphere, that particular at
tention be given to the students of the Car
ibbean region". 

Mr. DYMALL Y. Mr. Chairman, this 
is a noncontroversial amendment. It 
simply adds the Caribbean to the 
scholarship program. 

I believe the chairman of the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs has ap
proved of this amendment. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DYMALLY. I yield to the chair
man of the Foreign Affairs Commit
tee. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, yes, 
we have examined the amendment on 
this side. \Ve think it is a good amend
ment and we are ready to accept it. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DYMALL Y. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I wonder if 
the gentleman would tell me what the 
amendment does? I did not hear the 
gentleman. 

Mr. DYMALLY. The amendment 
simply adds emphasis to the point 
that attention should be given to stu
dents from the Caribbean region. In 
the Kissinger Report emphasis was 
placed on Latin America, but there 
was no mention of the Caribbean 
region. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I thank the 
gentleman. The minority accepts the 
amendment. 

Mr. DYMALLY. I thank the gentle
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from California [Mr. DYMALLY]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KOLBE 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KoLBE: Page 

71, strike out lines 10 through 17 and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 

(b) FORM OF SCHOLARSHIP; FORGIVENESS OF 
LoAN REPAYMENT.-To encourage students 
to use their training in their countries of 
origin, each scholarship pursuant to this 

section shall be in the form of a loan with 
all repayment to be forgiven upon the stu
dent's prompt return to his or her country 
of origin for a period which is at least one 
year longer than the period spent studying 
in the United States. If the student is grant
ed asylum in the United States pursuant to 
section 208 of the Immigration and Nation
ality Act or is admitted to the United States 
as a refugee pursuant to section 207 of that 
Act, half of the repayment shall be forgiv
en. 

Mr. KOLBE <during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Arizona? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, as the 

issue of the budget deficit takes center 
stage in this country, many equally 
pressing problems weigh on the lead
ers of the Third World. For them, the 
migration of their educated elite and 
the lack of qualified personnel to fill 
even the most important posts raises 
the most serious questions about the 
future of their countries. Over the 
long term, it will be impossible to com
pete in the furious race for develop
ment if they are locked in a tightening 
spiral of poor economic and political 
conditions at home and the migration 
of those who could address these prob
lems abroad. 

The Soviet Union has for a long time 
recognized the opportunity presented 
by the desire of the Third World to 
educate its young. In Latin America 
alone, the Soviets provide over 3,000 
full-education scholarships for those 
who will eventually be leaders of the 
nations of Latin America. In order to 
remedy this potentially disastrous dis
parity, the Foreign Assistance Act con
tains within it funding for thousands 
of American scholarships for Latin 
American students. Yet the act fails to 
provide adequate incentives for these 
students, once educated, to return 
home. The intention of this provision 
is not to encourage the brain drain 
and broaden the vacuum of educated 
leaders in the Third World. Nor is the 
intention to provide schooling for for
eign students to remain in the United 
States when that Educational assist
ance could just as well have gone to 
equally qualified American citizens. 
Our intention is to render aid to our 
southern neighbors in the form of 
education and training to help them 
compete and develop in a modern 
world and to establish a foundation on 
which to build an education for future 
generations. 

My amendment, if accepted, would 
provide the necessary incentive for 
foreign students to return home after 
college. By requiring full, instead of 
half, repayment of loans for those 
who remain in the United States, it 
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gives them no advantage over their 
countrymen who must pay their own 
way through school. An allowance 
should be made for those who are 
unable to return to their native coun
try due to political persecution, but 
not for those who are unwilling to 
accept the gift of education and apply 
it to the problems confronting their 
people. 

Facing an unmanageable budget def
icit in this country, we must ensure 
that the aid we give is the most effec
tive use of our dollars possible. Facing 
the dual problems of brain drain and 
increasing economic strains, Latin 
American leaders must ensure that 
their most promising students are 
given adequate training and, once edu
cated, are given adequate incentives to 
return home. In light of these needs, 
therefore, it is our responsiblity to 
make certain that the American Gov
ernment is not simply subsidizing for
eign students' immigration to the 
United States. In the final analysis the 
United States and our neighbors and 
friends in Latin America will find solu
tions to our problems only when we 
work together. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? . 

Mr. KOLBE. I am glad to yield to 
the chairman of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, we 
have examined the amendment. We 
think this is a good incentive that the 
gentleman has provided in this amend
ment, and we are ready to accept the 
amendment on this side. 

Mr. KOLBE. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair

man, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KOLBE. I am glad to yield to 

the gentleman from California. 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair

man, I rise in support of the Kolbe 
amendment. I believe this amendment 
will go a long way in making our schol
arship program more effective and ef
ficient. 

At present, we pay 100 percent of 
the costs of a foreign student's schol
arship here in the United States, if the 
student returns to his home country. 
However, if that student chooses to 
stay here in the United States, for rea
sons other than becoming a political 
refugee, the U.S. Government still 
picks up 50 percent of the costs associ
ated with that student's education 
here. What the program has evolved 
into is unfortunately an opportunity 
for some students to come to the 
United States, get a good education
for half the cost-and then stay here 
instead of returning to his or her 
home nation. What we need to do
and what is embodied in the Kolbe 
amendment-is to provide an incentive 
for these students to return to their 
home countries to enrich the intellec
tual capabilities of that nation, and 
rise to become future leaders there. 

Simply stated, what the Kolbe 
amendment does is to provide for full 
forgiveness of student scholarship 
loans, if that student returns to his 
home country. If the student chooses 
to remain here in the United States 
and is not considered a political refu
gee, then he or she will be obliged to 
pay the entire cost, 100 percent, of the 
loans which allowed him to study 
here, instead of having to pay only 50 
percent of these costs as in present 
law. 

I think the Kolbe amendment makes 
good sense. What we need to is to con
tinue to bring qualified students here 
to the United States to study and 
learn. But we also need to encourage 
these same students to return to their 
home countries following their scho
lastics. The Kolbe amendment will 
provide just such an incentive for 
them to return and make a positive 
impact on their countries' future. I 
compliment my colleague on his 
amendment and urge my colleagues to 
support it as well. 

Mr. SUNIA. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
H.R. 1340, which comes before this 
body today. I would first like to com
mend those who introduced this meas
ure, for they have shown great fore
sight. 

In this chamber on February 28, the 
distinguished Majority Leader, the 
Honorable JIM WRIGHT of Texas, made 
a most convincing presentation in sup
port of educational assistance to less 
fortunate students in developing coun
tries. 

The United States territory which I 
represent sits in the middle of the 
South Pacific amongst many small de
veloping Third World island nations. 
American Samoa's closest neighbor, 
the Independent State of Western 
Samoa, has but one undergradute stu
dent presently receiving financial as
sistance to study in the United States, 
and the United Nations Development 
Program provides this assistance. 

This area also includes the Kingdom 
of Tonga, the newly independent na
tions of Kiribati, Tuvalu, Fiji, Van
uatu, the Solomons, and a number of 
territories in the process of acquiring 
independent status. With the excep
tion of Fiji, home of the University of 
the South Pacific, and Papua New 
Guinea, home of the University of 
Papua New Guinea in Port Moresby 
and the Papua New Guinea University 
of Technology in Lae, the South Pacif
ic region has no other institutions of 
higher learning. Students must go to 
either New Zealand or Australia or 
come to our United States. 

I speak of very small countries 
whose financial means are even small
er. For them, to be able to send just a 
few students to the United States for 
university education is a budget priori
ty which other more pressing needs 

crowd out each year. Consider there
fore the value of educational assist
ance offered in this bill. 

The findings of the Kissinger Com
mission on Central America are re
flected in the provisions of this legisla
tion, and I would suggest that our 
present difficulties in Central America 
may soon be repeated in the Pacific. 
Two weeks ago, the Soviets were able 
to obtain a fishing license for a small 
fleet to operate in the waters of the in
dependent nation of Kiribati. These 
fishing rights are costing the Soviets 
less than $2 million in the first year of 
operation. While the arrangement is 
strictly a business one-at the moment 
-1 am apprehensive of what the 
future will bring. How long will they 
stay out in the cold of the salty seas? 
With the infusion of a few more 
rubles, the Soviets can add a small 
hospital, a school, and eventually train 
students in Moscow. This pattern of 
activity is not a new one for the Sovi
ets. This is their mode of entering and 
establishing presence in countries 
throughout the world. The smallness 
of the Pacific island states, combined 
with the limited nature of economic 
resources will make Soviet overtures 
difficult for other island nation lead
ers to resist. 

When this effort begins to bear fruit 
and the administration sets out to dis
tribute these educational opportuni
ties, I hope their sights will not be lim
ited to our immediate horizon-Cen
tral America. While all of the develop
ing countries have access to the 
moneys allocated in this bill, I am also 
acutely aware of the preponderance of 
attention paid to Central America by 
the administration. Our interests as a 
nation are as much at stake in the 
oceans as they are on land. From his 
recent statements, one can only con
clude that President Reagan has come 
to consider the Pacific Ocean as our 
"front yard". 

Australia and New Zealand form the 
southern rim of the Pacific Ocean, 
Japan, China, and Korea is the 
nortwestern rim, and Southeast Asia is 
the southeastern rim. My friends, 
those are only the rims of the Pacific 
Ocean. The real Pacific is in the 
center of the basin. They would wel
come our attention. They need our 
help. 

I urge every Member of the House to 
support passage of this higher educa
tion assistance legislation. The bright 
young minds of the developing areas 
of the world should be given the op
portunity to study at our colleges and 
universities. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Arizona [Mr. KoLBE]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. COURTER 

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CouRTER: Page 

7, after line 20, insert the following: 
< 11) The United States Information 

Agency shall explicitly recommend to each 
student, who receives a scholarship under 
this Act for study at a college or university, 
that the student enroll in and pass a course 
which studies the classics of American polit
ical thought or which otherwise emphasizes 
the ideas, principles, and documents upon 
which the United States was founded. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COURTER. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, we 
have listened to the amendment and 
examined it already. It is virtually 
self-explanatory and it is a good 
amendment. We thoroughly agree 
with it, and we are prepared to accept 
it on this side. 

0 1700 
Mr. COURTER. I thank the gentle

man for his comment. 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair

man, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COURTER. I am happy to yield 

to the gentleman from California. 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair

man, would the gentleman briefly ex
plain his amendment? 

Mr. COURTER. I would be glad to. 
Mr. Chairman, Mr. WRIGHT and I are 

proposing this amendment because we 
believe it will help the bill achieve its 
stated purposes, especially improving 
the range and quality of education; in
creasing mutual understanding; and 
building lasting links between the 
United States and other countries. 

I might add that the amendment 
concords well with other statements of 
American policy, such as those in title 
7 of the present foreign assistance bill. 
Title 7 finds that it is in the American 
interest to see in Central America the 
application of equal justice under law, 
the opening of political processes at 
all, and the fostering of basic political 
freedoms. If these things are impor
tant to us, we should take the initia
tive of teaching our guests something 
about how the founders of our coun
try approached these problems, and 
implemented the constitutional princi
ples which have been the structure 
and the guarantor of our own liberties. 

We think the American example 
shows-we think certain Third World 
democracies show-that democratic 
political wisdom has as much to teach 
the citizens of developing countries as 
do science and medicine. Even one col
lege course, of 3 months duration, 
could touch upon the rudiments of 
federalism, and the seperation of 
powers. It might include a dozen of 
the Federalist Papers, the debates be
tween Lincoln and Douglas about 
what popular sovereignty means, and 
chapters from the astute French ob
server Alexis de Tocqueville, the 
author of Democracy in America. 

Such specifics, of course, would fall 
within the purview of our university 
professors at the host schools. But any 
such course on the established classics 
of American political thought would 
be a good start at revealing to our 
guests the structure-at once intelli
gent and intelligible-that has worked 
smoothly in this country. It would 
help the student to understand the 
opinions and arguments of American 
citizens, editorialists, and legislators. 
It would aid his comprehension, and 
reduce his problems of acculturation. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
the amendment. I accept it on behalf 
of the minority. This amendment, to
gether with the one preceding it, does 
go exactly in the direction with the 
things we are trying to accomplish 
with these scholarships in the first 
place. 

Mr. COURTER. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New Jersey [Mr. CouRTER]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 

amendments to title VI? 
The Clerk will designate title VII. 
The text of title VII is as follows: 

TITLE VII-LATIN AMERICA AND THE 
CARIBBEAN 

SEC. 701. STATEMENTS OF POLICY CONCERNING CEN
TRAL AMERICA. 

(a) FINDINGs.-The Congress finds that
(1) the building of democracy, the restora

tion of peace, the improvement of living 
conditions, and the application of equal jus
tice under law in Central America are im
portant to the interests of the United States 
and the community of American States; and 

(2) the interrelated issues of social and 
human progress, economic growth, political 
reform, and regional security must be effec
tively dealt with to assure a democratic and 
economically and politically secure Central 
America. 

(b) PRIMARY ROLE OF THE PEOPLE AND Gov
ERNMENTS OF CENTRAL AMERICA.-The achieve
ment of democracy, respect for human 
rights, peace, and equitable economic 
growth depends primarily on the coopera
tion and the human and economic resources 
of the people and governments of Central 
America. 

(C) UNITED STATES POLICY.-The Congress 
recognizes that the United States can make 
a significant contribution to such peaceful 
and democratic development through a con
sistent and coherent policy which includes a 
long-term commitment of assistance. This 
policy should be designed to support active
ly-

( 1J democracy and political reform, in
cluding opening the political process to all 
members of society; 

(2) full observance of internationally rec
ognized human rights, including free elec
tions, freedom of the press, freedom of asso
ciation, and the elimination of all human 
rights abuses; 

( 3J leadership development, including 
training and educational programs to im-

prove public administration and the admin
istration of justice; 

f4J land reform,· 
f5J the establishment of the rule of law.and 

an effective judicial system; and 
(6) the termination of extremist violence 

by both the left and the right, as well as vig
orous action to prosecute those guilty of 
crimes and the prosecutio·n to the extent 
possible of past offenders. 

This policy should also promote equitable 
economic growth and development, includ
ing controlling the flight of capital and the 
effective use of foreign assistance and adher
ing to approved programs for economic sta
bilization and fiscal responsibility. Finally, 
this policy should foster dialogue and nego
tiations fAJ to achieve peace based upon ·the 
objectives of democratization, reduction of 
armament, an end to subversion, and the 
withdrawal of foreign military forces and 
advisers, and fBJ to provide a security 
shield against violence and intimidation. 

(d) UNITED STATES ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.
The Congress finds, therefore, that the 
people of the United States are willing to 
sustain and expand a program of economic 
and military assistance in Central America 
iJ the recipient countries can demonstrate 
progress toward and a commitment to these 
goals. 

(e) PEACE PROCESS IN CENTRAL AMERICA.
The Congress-

(1) strongly supports the initiatives taken 
by the Contadora group and the resulting 
Document of Objectives which has been 
agreed to by Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guate
mala, Honduras, and Nicaragua and which 
sets forth a framework for negotiating a 
peaceful settlement to the conJlict and tur
moil in the region; 

(2) finds that the United States should pro
vide such assistance and support as may be 
appropriate in helping to reach comprehen
sive and veri/iable final agreements, based 
on the Document of Objectives, which will 
ensure peaceful and enduring solutions to 
the Central American conJlicts; 

( 3) strongly supports national reconcilia
tion in Nicaragua and the creation of a 
framework for negotiating a peaceful settle
ment to the Nicaraguan conJlict; and 

(4) finds that the United States should, in 
assisting efforts to reach comprehensive and 
veri/iable final agreements based on the 
Contadora Document of Objectives, encour
age the Government of Nicaragua to pursue 
a dialogue with the armed opposition forces 
and their political representatives for the 
purposes of achieving an equitable political 
settlement of the conJlict, including free and 
fair elections. 
SEC. 70Z. ASSISTANCE FOR EL SALVADOR. 

(a) PRESIDENTIAL REPORTS.-The President 
may provide military assistance for El Sal
vador in accordance with subsection (c) iJ 
he reports to the Congress the following: 

(1) The Government of El Salvador is will
ing to pursue a dialogue with the armed op
position forces and their political represent
atives for the purposes of achieving an equi
table political settlement of the conJlict, in
cluding free and fair elections. 

(2) The elected civilian government is in 
control of the Salvadoran military and secu
rity forces, and those forces are complying 
with applicable rules of international law 
and with Presidential directives pertaining 
to the protection of civilians during combat 
operations, including Presidential directive 
C-111-03-984 (relating to aerial fire sup
port). 
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(3) The Government of El Salvador made 

demonstrated progress during the preceding 
6 months in ending the activities of the 
death squads. 

(4) The Government of El Salvador made 
demonstrated progress during the preceding 
6 months in establishing an effective judi
cial system. Among the criteria the Presi
dent shall use in making this determination 
are-

fA) whether the commission proposed by 
the President of El Salvador to investigate 
human rights cases has been established, 
funded, and given suJficient investigative 
powers, and whether the evidence that com
mission collects may be used in the Salva
doran judicial process; 

fB) whether those responsible for the Las 
Hojas massacre are being prosecuted; and 

(C) whether the commission proposed by 
the President of El Salvador to investigate 
human rights cases has issued a comprehen
sive report with regard to its investigation 
of all Americans murdered in El Salvador. 

(5) The Government of El Salvador made 
demonstrated progress during the preceding 
6 months in implementing the land reform 
program. 

(b) REPORTING DATES.-The first report 
pursuant to subsection fa) shall be submit
ted on or after October 1, 1985, the second 
on or after April 1, 1986, the third on or 
after October 1, 1986, and the fourth on or 
after April 1, 1987. The reporting require
ments pursuant to subsection fa) supersede 
the reporting requirements with respect to 
El Salvador contained in the last proviso in 
the paragraph under the heading "Military 
Assistance" in Public Law 98-332. 

(C) ALLOCATIONS OF MILITARY ASSISTANCE.
Of the aggregate amount of military assist
ance allocated for El Salvador-

(!) half for fiscal year 1986 may be provid
ed only after the first report pursuant to this 
section; 

f2) the other half for the fiscal year 1986 
may be provided only after the second such 
report; 

(3) half for fiscal year 1987 may be provid
ed only after the third such report; and 

(4) the other half for fiscal year 1987 may 
be provided only after the fourth such 
report. 

(d) PROVISION OF ASSISTANCE IN AN EMER
GENCY.-Notwithstanding subsection fc), in 
the event of an emergency certi.fied by the 
President, funds for military assistance for 
El Salvador for the second half of fiscal year 
1986 or 1987 may be provided in the first 
half of that fiscal year only i.f the Congress 
is noti,fied at least 15 days in advance of the 
proposed obligation of such funds. 

(e) AIRCRAFT FOR AERIAL WARFARE.-
(1) NOTIFICATION TO THE CONGRESS.-The 

authorities of part II of the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961 and the Arms Export Con
trol Act may not be used to make available 
to El Salvador any helicopters or other air
craft, and licenses may not be issued under 
section 38 of the Arms Export Control Act 
for the export to El Salvador of any such 
aircraft, unless the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate are noti.fied at least 15 days in ad
vance in accordance with the procedures ap
plicable to reprogramming noti,fications 
under section 634A of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Paragraph (1) shall 
take effect on the date of enactment of this 
Act and shall remain in effect until October 
1, 1987. 

(f) ECONOMIC SUPPORT ASSISTANCE.-

( 1) CENTRAL RESERVE BANK REFORMS.
Before disbursing any assistance to the Gov
ernment of El Salvador under chapter 4 of 
part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
for balance-of-payments support, the Presi
dent shall be satisfied that the Central Re
serve Bank of El Salvador has implemented 
or has taken appropriate steps toward im
plementing the major recommendations 
which are contained in the study entitled 
"Foreign Exchange: Policy and Management 
within the Central Reserve Bank of El Sal
vador", relating to management, allocation, 
and controls on the use of official foreign ex
change. 

(2) BALANCE-OF-PAYMENTS SUPPORT.-Funds 
authorized to be appropriated for fiscal 
years 1986 and 1987 to carry out chapter 4 
of part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 which are provided to El Salvador for 
balance-of-payments support-

fA) shall be used solely for the purchase of 
materials essential for productive economic 
activity and development, with particular 
emphasis and priority on the import needs 
of agrarian reform and the agricultural 
sector; and 

fB) shall be maintained in a separate ac
count in the Central Reserve Bank of El Sal
vador and not commingled with any other 
funds. 
Those funds may be obligated and expended 
notwithstanding provisions of law which 
are inconsistent with the cash transfer 
nature of the assistance or which are refer
enced in the Joint Explanatory Statement of 
the Committee of Conference accompanying 
House Joint Resolution 648 of the Ninety
eight Congress (House Report 98-1159). 

(3) SPECIAL ACCOUNT FOR LOCAL CURREN
CIES.-Alllocal currencies generated with the 
funds described in paragraph (2) shall be de
posited in accordance with section 609 of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 in a spe
cial account established by the Government 
of El Salvador. Those local currencies shall 
be used for projects assisting agrarian 
reform and the agricultural sector rand par
ticular emphasis shall be placed on projects 
for these purposes); judicial reform; employ
ment generation; health, education, and 
other social services; infrastructure repair; 
and credits and other support for the pri
vate sector (principally for small and 
medium sized businesses). 

(g) SUSPENSION OF ASSISTANCE IF A MILITARY 
CouP OccuRS.-All assistance authorized by 
this Act which is allocated for El Salvador 
shall be suspended i.f the elected President of 
that country is deposed by military coup or 
decree. 

(h) DEFINITIONs.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

(1) the term "military assistance" means 
any assistance under chapter 2 (relating to 
grant military assistance) or chapter 5 (re
lating to international military education 
and training) of part II of the Foreign As
sistance Act of 1961 or under the Arms 
Export Control Act (relating to foreign mili
tary sales financing); 

(2) the term "agrarian reform" means 
projects assisting or enhancing the abilities 
of agencies, cooperatives, and farms to im
plement land reform decrees in El Salvador, 
notwithstanding section 620fg) of the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961; and 

(3) the term "judicial reform" means 
projects assisting or enhancing the abilities 
of agencies of the Salvadoran Government 
to investigate and prosecute politically mo
tivated violence. 
SEC. 70J. ASSISTANCE FOR GUATEMALA. 

(a) CONDITIONS ON MILITARY ASSISTANCE AND 
SALES.-For fiscal years 1986 and 1987, as-

sistance may be provided for Guatemala 
under chapter 2 (relating to grant military 
assistance) or chapter 5 (relating to interna
tional military education and training) of 
part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
and sales may be made and financing may 
be provided for Guatemala under the Arms 
Export Control Act (relating to foreign mili
tary sales) only i.f the President makes the 
following certi,fications to the Congress: 

(1) For fiscal year 1986, an elected civilian 
government is in power in Guatemala and 
has submitted a formal written request to 
the United States for the assistance, sales, or 
financing to be provided. 

f2) For both fiscal years 1986 and 1987, the 
Government of Guatemala made demon
strated progress during the preceding year 
fA) in achieving control over its military 
and security forces, and fB) toward elimi
nating kidnappings and disappearances, 
forced recruitment into the civil defense pa
trols, and other abuses by such forces of 
internationally recognized human rights. 

(b) CONTINUATION OF IMET PROGRAMS UPON 
ELECTION.-Notwithstanding subsection fa), 
up to 30 percent of the amount allocated for 
Guatemala for fiscal year 1986 for assist
ance under chapter 5 of part II of the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961 may be provided, 
upon the election of a civilian government 
in Guatemala, for the continuation of exist
ing programs under that chapter. 

(C) CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT AND MOBILE 
MEDICAL FACILITIES AND RELATED TRAINING.
lf the conditions speci,fied in subsection fa) 
are met, Guatemala may be provided with 
the following for fiscal years 1986 and 1987 
fin addition to such other assistance, sales, 
or financing as may be provided for Guate
mala): 

f1) Sales of construction equipment and 
mobile medical facilities to assist in devel
opment programs that will directly assist 
the poor in Guatemala. 

f2) Sales of training, to be provided out
side of Guatemala, which is related to the 
sales described in paragraph f1). 

(3) A total for both fiscal years 1986 and 
1987 of no more than $10,000,000 in credits 
under the Arms Export Control Act for sales 
described in paragraphs (1) and (2). 
Such sales and credits shall be provided only 
to enable the military forces of Guatemala 
to obtain equipment and training for civil
ian engineering and construction projects 
and mobile medical teams, which would not 
be used in the rural resettlement program. 

(d) PROHIBITION ON FURNISHING WEAPONS.
Funds authorized to be appropriated by title 
I of this Act may not be used for the procure
ment by Guatemala of any weapons or am
munition. 

(e) SUSPENSION OF AsSISTANCE IF A MILITARY 
CouP OccuRS.-All assistance authorized by 
this Act which is allocated for Guatemala 
shall be suspended i.f the elected civilian 
government of that country is deposed by 
military coup or decree. 

(f) RURAL RESETI'LEMENT PROGRAM.-Assist
ance provided for Guatemala for the fiscal 
year 1986 and fiscal year 1987 under chapter 
1 of part I (relating to development assist
ance) or under chapter 4 of part II (relating 
to the economic support fund) of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961-

( 1) may not be provided to the Govern
ment of Guatemala for use in its rural reset
tlement program; and 

(2) shall be provided through private and 
voluntary organizations to the maximum 
extent possible. 

fg) INVITATION FOR ICRC To VIsiT GuATE
MALA.-The Congress calls upon the Presi-
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dent to urge the Government of Guatemala 
to allow the International Committee of the 
Red Cross-

(1) to conduct an unimpeded visit to Gua
temala in order to investigate humanitarian 
needs in that country, and 

(2) to investigate the possibilities of its 
providing humanitarian services in that 
country. 

(h) RELATIONS BETWEEN BELIZE AND GUATE
MALA.-lt is the sense of the Congress that the 
United States should use its good offices and 
influence to encourage the Government of 
Guatemala to recognize the independence of 
Belize and to enter into a mutual non
aggression treaty with Belize. 
SEC. 704. PROHIBITION RELATING TO MILITARY OR 

PARAMILITARY OPERATIONS IN NJCA· 
RAGUA. 

Funds authorized to be appropriated by 
this Act may not be obligated or expended 
for the purpose of supporting or if the effect 
would be to support, directly or indirectly, 
military or paramilitary operations in 
Nicaragua by any group, organization, 
movement, or individual. 
SEC. 705. REFUGEES IN HONDURAS. 

Funds authorized to be appropriated by 
this Act or authorized to be appropriated for 
"Migration and Refugee Assistance" by the 
Department of State Authorization Act, 
Fiscal Years 1986 and 1987-

(1) which are to be used for refugee assist
ance or other assistance tor Nicaraguan 
Indian refugees in Honduras, shall be chan
neled through the United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees, the Internation
al Committee of the Red Cross, the Intergov
ernmental Committee for Migration, or 
other established and recognized interna
tional refugee relief organizations,· and 

(2) may not be used to facilitate the invol
untary repatriation of Salvadoran refu
gees who are in Honduras. 
To ensure compliance with paragraph (2), 
any such funds used to assist in the repatri
ation of Salvadoran refugees in Honduras 
shall be made available only tor voluntary 
repatriation activities which are adminis
tered or supervised by the United Nations 
High Commissioner for Refugees. 
SEC. 706. PROMOTING THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE 

HAITIAN PEOPLE AND PROVIDING FOR 
ORDERLY EMIGRATION FROM HAITL 

(a) UsE OF PVO's.-To the maximum 
extent practicable, assistance tor Haiti 
under chapter 1 of part I (relating to devel
opment assistance) and under chapter 4 of 
part II (relating to the economic support 
fund) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
should be provided through private and vol
untary organizations. 

(b) CONDITIONS ON ASSISTANCE.-Funds 
available tor fiscal year 1986 and tor fiscal 
year 1987 to carry out chapter 1 of part I (re
lating to development assistance), chapter 4 
of part II (relating to the economic support 
fund), or chapter 5 of part II (relating to 
international military education and train
ing) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
may be obligated tor Haiti only if the Presi
dent determines that the Government of 
Haiti-

(1) is continuing to cooperate with the 
United States in halting illegal emigration 
to the United States from Haiti; 

(2) is cooperating tully in implementing 
United States development, food, and other 
economic assistance programs in' Haiti (in
cluding programs tor prior fiscal years),· and 

(3) is making progress toward improving 
the human rights situation in Haiti and 
progress toward implementing political re
forms which are essential to the develop-

ment of democracy in Haiti, such as 
progress toward the establishment of politi
cal parties, free elections, free labor unions, 
and freedom of the press. 

(C) REPORTS TO THE CONGRESS.-Not later 
than 6 months after the date of the enact
ment of this Act and each 6 months thereaf
ter through fiscal year 1987, the President 
shall report to the Congress on the extent to 
which the actions of the Government of 
Haiti are consistent with each paragraph of 
subsection (b). 

(d) ASSISTANCE IN HALTING ILLEGAL EMIGRA
TION FROM HAITI.-Notwithstanding the limi
tations of section 660 of the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961 (relating to police train
ing), funds made available under such Act 
may be used tor programs with Haiti, which 
shall be consistent with prevailing United 
States refugee policies, to assist in halting 
significant illegal emigration from Haiti to 
the United States. 

(e) LIMITATION ON MAP AND FMS FINANC
ING.-Assistance may not be provided for 
Haiti tor fiscal year 1986 or fiscal year 1987 
under chapter 2 of part II of the Foreign As
sistance Act of 1961 (relating to grant mili
tary assistance) or under the Arms Export 
Control Act (relating to foreign military 
sales financing), except for necessary trans
portation, maintenance, communications, 
and related articles and services to enable 
the continuation of migrant and narcotics 
interdiction operations. 

(f) FUNDING FOR LITERACY PROGRAMS.-0/ 
the amounts authorized to be appropriated 
to carry out chapter 4 of part II of the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961 (relating to the 
economic support fund) which are allocated 
for Haiti, $1,000,000 for fiscal year 1986 and 
$1,000,000 for fiscal year 1987 shall be avail
able only tor literacy programs in Haiti. 
SEC. 707. CONDITIONS ON MILITARY ASSISTANCE 

FOR PARAGUAY. 
None of the funds authorized to be appro

priated by title I of this Act may be used for 
assistance tor Paraguay unless the President 
certifies to the Congress the following: 

(1) The Government of Paraguay has 
made a good faith effort, in cooperation 
with other governments, to determine wheth
er Nazi criminal Doctor Joseph Mengele is 
in Paraguay. Such certification shall in
clude a description of the efforts made by 
the Government of Paraguay to determine 
whether Joseph Mengele is in Paraguay. 

(2) The Government of Paraguay
fA) has determined either that-
(i) Joseph Mengele is not in Paraguay, or 
(ii) Joseph Mengele was in Paraguay and 

has been extradited to a country where a 
warrant is outstanding tor his arrest tor 
crimes against humanity, 
and the President has determined that such 
determination is valid,· and 

(BJ has accepted the assistance of the Fed
eral Bureau of Investigation, or such other 
law enforcement agencies of the United 
States as may be offered by the President, to 
reach such determinations. 

(3) The Government of Paraguay has 
ended the practice of torture and abuse of 
individuals held in detention by its military 
and security forces and has instituted proce
dures to ensure that those arrested are 
promptly charged and brought to trial. 
SEC. 708. ASSISTANCE FOR PERU. 

(a) REPORTS ON HUMAN RIGHTS CONDI
TIONS.-Upon obligating any funds tor as
sistance for Peru tor fiscal year 1986 and 
fiscal year 198 7 under chapter 2 of part II of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (relating 
to grant military assistance) or the Arms 
Export Control Act (relating to foreign mili-

tary sales financing), the President shall 
report to the Congress on the steps that the 
Government of Peru has taken to-

(1) curtail killings, torture, and "disap
pearances" of civilian noncombatants by 
the the military and security forces of Peru; 

(2) strengthen the ability of the judiciary 
to investigate such killings, torture, and dis
appearances; 

(3) comply with established procedures to 
ensure that arrests and detentions by the 
military and security forces of Peru are im
mediately acknowledged; and 

f4J account for "disappeared persons" in 
Peru. · 

(b) HUMAN RIGHTS TRAINING IN !MET PRO
GRAMS.-Respect for internationally recog
nized human rights shall be an important 
component of the training provided tor Peru 
under chapter 5 of part II of the Foreign As
sistance Act of 1961 (relating to internation
al military education and training) tor 
fiscal year 1986 and/or fiscal year 1987. 

(c) STRENGTHENING THE PERUVIAN JUDICIAL 
SYSTEM.-0/ the amount authorized to be ap
propriated by this Act to carry out chapter 4 
of part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 (relating to the economic support 
fund), $1,000,000 for fiscal year 1986 and 
$1,000,000 for fiscal year 1987 shall be used 
to strengthen the judicial system in Peru 
under section 534 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (relating to administration of 
justice). 
SEC. 709. INTER-AMERICAN FOUNDATION. 

The first sentence of section 401fs)(2J of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1969 is amend
ed to read as follows: "There are authorized 
to be appropriated $12,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1986 and $12,000,000 for fiscal year 
1987 to carry out the purposes of this sec
tion.". 
SEC. 710. COMPREHENSIVE REPORTS ON ASSISTANCE 

FOR LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIB
BEAN. 

(a) REQUIREMENT FOR COMPREHENSIVE Ac
COUNTING OF ASSISTANCE.-ln the annual re
ports required by section 634 of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961, the President shall 
provide to the Congress a full, complete, and 
detailed accounting of all assistance provid
ed during the fiscal years 1986 and 1987 for 
Latin America and the Caribbean under the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 and the Arms 
Export Control Act. 

(b) INFORMATION To BE lNCLUDED.-The 
report provided pursuant to subsection (a) 
shall include for each fiscal year, among 
other things, the following with respect to 
each authorization account: 

(1) The specific projects and other activi
ties carried out in each country. 

(2) The number of persons from each coun
try who were provided with training, and 
the types of training provided. 

(3) The defense articles and defense serv
ices provided for each country. 

(4) The types of goods and commodities 
provided to each country tor economic sta
bilization purposes under chapter 4 of part 
II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (re
lating to the economic support fund), and a 
copy of each agreement tor the furnishing of 
any assistance under that chapter. 

(5) The amounts of local currency generat
ed by United States assistance to each coun
try, the uses of those currencies, and the 
total amount of those currency still avail
able tor use as of the time of the report. 

(6) A report on any transfers or repro
grammings of funds, and a description of 
how transferred or reprogrammed funds 
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modified the amounts requested for each ac
count. 

f7J A report on the funds which have been 
obligated but remain unexpended for each 
country in each account. 

f8J An analysis of the amount of funds 
and programs provided through nongovern
mental as contrasted to governmental chan
nels. 
SEC. 7ll. ASSISTANCE FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT 

AGENCIES. 
Section 660 of the Foreign Assistance Act 

of 1961 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

"(cJ Subsection fa) shall not apply with re
spect to a country which has a longstanding 
democratic tradition, does not have stand
ing armed forces, and does not engage in a 
consistent pattern of gross violations of 
internationally recognized human rights.". 
SEC. 712. USE OF PRIVATE AND VOLUNTARY ORGANI-

ZATIONS. 
To the maximum extent practicable, as

sistance under chapter 1 of part I (relating 
to development assistance) and chapter 4 of 
part II (relating to the economic support 
JundJ of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
tor countries in Latin America and the Car
ibbean should be provided through private 
and voluntary organizations which have a 
proven record of development assistance ef
forts overseas. 
SEC. 7/J. ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE. 

Chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961 (relating to the economic 
support JundJ, as amended by title II of this 
Act, is further amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new section: 
"SEC. 531. ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE. 

"(a) AUTHORIZATION OF ASSISTANCE.-The 
President may furnish assistance under this 
chapter to countries and organizations, in
cluding national and regional institutions, 
in order to strengthen the administration of 
justice in countries in Latin America and 
the Caribbean. 

"(b) LIMITATIONS ON TYPES OF ASSISTANCE.
Assistance under this section may only in
clude-

" (JJ support for specialized professional 
training, scholarships, and exchanges for 
continuing legal education,· 

"(2) programs to enhance prosecutorial 
and judicial capabilities and protection for 
participants in judicial cases; 

"(3) notwithstanding section 660 of this 
Act, programs to enhance investigative ca
pabilities, conducted under judicial or pros
ecutorial control; 

"(4) strengthening professional organiza
tions in order to promote services to mem
bers and the role of the bar in judicial selec
tion, enforcement of ethical standards, and 
legal reform; 

"(5) increasing the availability of legal 
materials and publications; 

"f6J seminars, conferences, and training 
and educational programs to improve the 
administration of justice and to strengthen 
respect for the rule of law and international
ly recognized human rights; and 

"(7) revision and modernization of legal 
codes and procedures. 

"(c) AMOUNTS AVAILABLE FOR ASSISTANCE.
Not more than $20,000,000 of the funds 
made available to carry out this chapter for 
any fiscal year shall be available to carry 
out this section, in addition to amounts oth
erwise available for such purposes. 

"(d) NOTIFICATION TO CONGRESS.-Funds 
may not be obligated for assistance under 
this section unless the Committee on For
eign Affairs of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Foreign Relations of 

the Senate are notified of the amount and 
nature of the proposed assistance at least 15 
days in advance in accordance with the pro
cedures applicable to reprogrammings pur
suant to section 634A of this Act. 

"(e) EXPIRATION OF AUTHORJTIES.-The au
thority of this section shall expire on Sep
tember 30, 1987. ". 
SEC. 7U. CENTRAL AMERICAN DEVELOPMENT ORGA

NIZATION. 
faJ FINDINGs.-The Congress finds that 

participation by Central American coun
tries in an effective forum for dialog on, and 
the continuous review and advancement o/, 
Central America's political, economic, and 
social development would foster cooperation 
between the United States and Central 
American countries. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF CADO.-lt is the 
sense of the Congress that-

(1) the President should enter into negoti
ations with the countries of Central America 
to establish a Central American Develop
ment Organization (herealter in this section 
referred to as the "Organization"); and 

f2J the establishment of the Organization 
should be based upon the following princi
ples: 

fAJ Participation in the Organization 
should be open to the United States, other 
donors, and those Central American coun
tries that commit themselves to, among 
other things, respecting internationally rec
ognized human rights, building democracy, 
and encouraging equitable economic growth 
through policy reforms. 

fBJ The Organization should be structured 
to include representatives from both the 
public and private sectors, including repre
sentatives from the labor, agriculture, and 
business communities. 

fCJ The Organization should meet periodi
cally to carry out the Junctions described in 
subparagraphs fDJ and fEJ of this para
graph and should be supported by a limited 
professional secretariat. 

fDJ The Organization should make recom
mendations alfecting Central American 
countries on such matters as-

fiJ political, economic, and social develop
ment objectives, including the strengthening 
of democratic pluralism and the saleguard
ing of internationally recognized human 
rights; 

fiiJ mobilization of resources and external 
assistance needs; and 

fiiiJ reform of economic policies and 
structures. 

fEJ The Organization should have theca
pacity for monitoring country performance 
on the recommendations ·issued in accord
ance with subparagraph fDJ of this para
graph and for evaluating progress toward 
meeting such country objectives. 

fFJ For each fiscal year alter that in which 
the President has completed negotiations 
and agreed to participate in the Organiza
tion, the disbursement of 25 percent of the 
economic assistance funds allocated by the 
United States directly for each Central 
American country should be deferred until 
the United States and the Organization 
have both approved disbursement. 

fGJ The President should encourage other 
donors similarly to designate a percentage 
of their direct economic assistance tor Cen
tral American countries tor joint approval 
with the Organization. 

(HJ The administrator of the agency pri
marily responsible for administering part I 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, or his 
designee, should be chairman of the Organi
zation and should carry out his Junctions in 
that capacity under the continuous supervi-

sion and general direction of the Secretary 
of State. 

(c) UNITED STATES PARTICIPATION IN 
CADO.-Subject to subsection fd)(3J, the 
President is authorized to participate in the 
Organization. 

(d) CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT.-
(1) DEVELOPMENT OF PROPOSAL.-The Ad

ministrator of the Agency for International 
Development, under the supervision and di
rection of the Secretary of State, shall pre
pare a detailed proposal to carry out this 
section and shall keep the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs of the House of Representa
tives and the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions of the Senate fully and currently in
formed concerning the development of the 
proposal. 

(2) FACILITATING CONGRESSIONAL INVOLVE
MENT.-TO facilitate full congressional in
volvement in the establishment of the Orga
nization, the chairman of the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs of the House of Representa
tives shall designate at least three members 
of that committee, and the chairman of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate shall designate at least three mem
bers of that committee, who shall be kept 
fully and currently informed by the execu
tive branch of all negotiations or discus
sions with donor countries and recipient 
countries concerning the establishment of 
the Organization. 

(3) CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OFAGREEMENT.
The President shall transmit to the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs of the House of Repre
sentatives and the Committee on Foreign 
Relations of the Senate a copy of the text of 
any agreement which he proposes to sign 
providing for the establishment of and 
United States participation in the Organi
zation no less than 60 days prior to his sig
nature. The United States shall not partici
pate in the implementation of any such 
agreement tor at least 60 days alter such 
transmittal. During that 60-day period, 
there shall be full and formal consultations 
with and review by those committees in ac
cordance with procedures applicable to re
programming notifications pursuant to sec
tion 634A of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961. 
SECTION 715. LIMITATION ON INTRODUCTION OF 

ARMED FORCES INTO EL SALVADOR 
AND NICARAGUA FOR COMBAT. 

(a) LIMITATION.-During fiscal years 1986 
and 1987, the Armed Forces may not be in
troduced into or over El Salvador or Nicara
gua tor combat. 

(b) DEFINITION OF COMBAT.-As used in this 
section, the term "combat" means the intro
duction of the Armed Forces tor the purpose 
of delivering weapons fire upon an enemy. 

(C) EXCEPTIONS TO LIMITATION.-This sec
tion does not apply with respect to an intro
duction of the Armed Forces into or over El 
Salvador or Nicaragua for combat if-

f1J the Congress has declared war or has 
enacted specific authorization for such in
troduction pursuant to the War Powers Res
olution; or 

f2J such introduction is necessary-
fA) to meet a clear and present danger of 

hostile attack upon the United States, its 
territories or possessions; or 

fBJ to meet a clear and present danger to, 
and to provide necessary protection for, the 
United States Embassy; or 

fCJ to meet a clear and present danger to, 
and to provide necessary protection for and 
to evacuate, United States Government per
sonnel or United States citizens. 
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SEC. ?16. MILITARY EXERCISES IN CENTRAL AMER

ICA. 
For fiscal years 1986 and 1987, the Presi

dent shall notify the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate 30 days in advance of assigning or 
detailing members of the United States 
Armed Forces to, or otherwise introducing 
members of the United States Armed Forces 
into, any country in Central America tor the 
purpose of commencing joint military exer
cises with the armed forces of any Central 
American country. 
SEC. 'll'l. EXPANDED USE OF EMPLOYEE STOCK OWN

ERSHIP PLANS. 
(a) FINDINGs.-The Congress finds that
(1) employee stock ownership plans can be 

an important component in achieving 
United States goals in Central America and 
the Caribbean; and 

(2) employee stock ownership plans should 
be used as an instrument in financing 
growth and transfers of equity in industrial, 
farming, banking, and other enterprises in 
the region, in reorganzing state-owned en
terprises into viable employee-owned busi
nesses, in expanding political and economic 
pluralism, and in strengthening democratic 
institutions in the region. 

(b) PLAN FOR ExPANDED UsE oF ESOP's.
The President is urged to develop a plan for 
the expanded use of employee stock owner
ship plans in all development efforts of the 
United States in Central America and the 
Caribbean, with an emphasis on policy and 
in!rastructural changes needed to encourage 
voluntary employee stock ownership initia
tives by multinational corporations and 
other private sector enterprises which have 
investments, are considering making new 
investments, or are interested in manage
ment contracts and joint ventures in the 
region. 

(c) REPORT.-Within six months after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the President 
should submit a report to the Congress on 
the feasibility of expanding employee stock 
ownership plans in Central America and the 
Caribbean, with recommendations on how 
this can best be achieved. 
SEC. ?18. INTERNATIONAL ADVISORY COMMISSION 

FOR THE CARIBBEAN REGION. 
(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that
(1) many of the social, agricultural, educa

tional, and economic problems which con
front nations in the Caribbean Region result 
primarily from social and economic injus
tice and inadequate economic and agricul
tural development,· 

(2) such problems are not addressed sujfi
ciently by current United States policies 
toward that region,· 

(3) the development of the Caribbean 
Region is of vital importance to the econom
ic and strategic interests of the United 
States and its allies,· and 

(4) tor purposes of defining development 
plans, providing an international forum tor 
Caribbean Region development issues, and 
providing expert advice to donor-aid coun
tries, an international commission is 
needed as the prime institution tor promot
ing economic cooperation and development 
in the Caribbean Region. 

(b) INVITATIONS TO PARTICIPATE IN COMMIS
SION.-

(1) INVITATION TO CARIBBEAN COUNTRIES.
The President is requested to invite the 
countries which comprise the Caribbean 
Region to participate with the United States 
in a commission to be known as the Interna
tional Advisory Commission for the Carib
bean Region (herea.tter in this section re
ferred to as the "Commission "J. 

(2) INVITATION TO CERTAIN OTHER COUN
TRIES.-The President is also requested to 
invite the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, 
France, Canada, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands to par
ticipate in the Commission. 

(C) FUNCTIONS OF COMMISSION.-lt is the 
sense of the Congress that the Commission 
should-

(1) examine social, agricultural, educa
tional, and economic issues which affect the 
Caribbean Region; and 

(2) consult with leaders of the countries in 
the Caribbean Region and with representa
tives from public and private organizations 
involved in matters related to the Caribbean 
Region in order to evaluate the problems 
and needs of such countries. 

(d) REQUEST TO CONGRESS RELATING TO 
UNITED STATES PARTICIPATION IN THE COMMIS
SION.-A/ter conducting preliminary consul
tations with countries described in subsec
tion (b), the President should provide costs 
estimates and request authorization from 
the Congress in order to-

(1) provide tor the participation of the 
United States in the Commission, 

(2) pay reasonable administrative ex
penses associated with the first meeting of 
the Commission, and 

(3) pay reasonable travel and lodging ex
penses incurred by commissioners from 
other participant governments incident to 
their attendance at the first meeting. 

(e) APPOINTMENT OF UNITED STATES REPRE· 
SENTATIVE AND 0BSERVERS.-Upon the cr.e
ation of the Commission-

(!) the President shall consider appointing 
one individual as the United States repre
sentative to the Commission; 

(2) the Speaker of the House of Representa
tives shall consider appointing two Members 
of the House, one from each major political 
party, as observers at the Commission,· and 

(3) the majority leader of the Senate shall 
consider appointing two Members of the 
Senate, one from each major political party, 
as observers at the Commission. 
SEC. ?19. EXEMPTION OF CERTAIN SAFETY-RELATED 

EQUIPMENT FROM PROHIBITION ON 
MILITARY SALES TO CHILE. 

Section 726 of the International Security 
and Development Cooperation Act of 1981 is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

"(c) The prohibition contained in subsec
tion (b) does not prohibit the sale, or the li
censing tor export, of cartridge actuated de
vices, propellant actuated devices, and tech
nical manuals tor the F-SE/F and A/T-37 
aircraft supplied to the Chilean Air Force by 
the United States before 1974, so long as the 
items are provided only tor purposes of en
hancing the safety of the aircraft crew.". 
SEC. 'lZO. RURAL ELECTRIFICATION. 

It is the sense of the Congress that funds 
appropriated tor the fiscal years 1986 and 
1987 under section 103(a)(2) of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 should be used tor a 
comprehensive rural electrification program 
in Central America in order to establish con
ditions of stability and a foundation tor 
economic development. 
SEC. 'lZ1. FACILITATING INTERNATIONAL COMMERCE 

THROUGH MEXICO. 
(a) FINDING.-Recognizing that increased 

levels of balanced international trade are an 
essential component in an economic devel
opment program tor the region and that the 
United States has traditionally been the 
most important trading partner for each of 
the nations of Latin America, it is the sense 
of the Congress that current procedures and 
laws of the Government of Mexico, and 

practices of its officials, constitute a signifi
cant impediment to the transit of vehicles 
carrying the commodities of international 
trade through Mexican territory. 

(b) NEGOTIATIONS AND COOPERATIVE STEPS 
CONCERNING TRANSIT.-As the Government O/ 
Mexico has played a valuable role in assist
ing and encouraging the economic and po
litical development of the region, and in of
fering advice to the United States as to con
structive policies this nation might pursue 
with respect to peace and prosperity in the 
area, the Secretary of State, acting inde
pendently or with representatives of other 
Latin America nations, shall initiate negoti
ations with the Government of Mexico 
aimed at eliminating or reducing those im
pediments to international trade. The 
agenda tor such negotiations should include 
discussions to encourage the Government of 
Mexico to accede to existing international 
custom conventions on international in
transit shipments. Such actions are to be 
taken in concert with the institution by the 
United States, and the nations of the region 
where the transiting shipments originate, of 
appropriate and cooperative steps to make 
sealed-truck, no-inspection transit adminis
tratively acceptable to the Government of 
Mexico and other transited countries. Simi
lar bilateral or multilateral negotiations by 
the Secretary of State with nations respect
ing the same international customs conven
tions is also encouraged. 

(c) REPORT.-The Secretary of State shall 
report the status of these negotiations to 
Congress by January 1, 1986. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LAGOMARSINO 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. LAGOMARSINO: 

Page 81, line 6, immediately after "land 
reform" ill .ert "reform in tax systems, en
couragement of private enterprise and indi
vidual initiative, creation of favorable in
vestment climates, curbing corruption 
where it exists, and spurring balanced 
trade". 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO <during the 
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani
mous consent that the amendment be 
considered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair

man, this language is taken directly 
from the Jackson plan. It merely em
phasizes the economic factors, particu
larly supportive of free enterprise 
which should be considered as the 
United States develops its policy 
toward Central America. 

I might add that I raised the specific 
language of the amendment with 
President Duarte in an interview in 
my office when he was here in May. 
He thought the language was an ap
propriate expression for U.S. objec
tives in the area as well as for the 
other nations in Central America. 

Right before that I had occasion to 
consult with some of the private enter
prise people from El Salvador and 
they expressed great interest in and 
support for this amendment, too. I 
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think it will have symbolic and real 
value in the ongoing effort to bring 
about the kind of society in El Salva
dor that we all want to have. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I yield to the 
chairman of the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

Mr. FASCELL. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the gentle
man is a little modest. I think the 
amendment will have a substantial 
effect. 

Mr. Chairman, we have examined 
the amendment on this side. We thor
oughly concur with the objectives of 
the amendment, and we accept it. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I thank the 
gentleman for his comments. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from California [Mr. LAGOMAR
SINO]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
STRIKING OF SECTION 715 OF TITLE VII 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that on pages 108 
and 109 of title VII, section 715 of 
H.R. 1555 be stricken. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Washington? 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. Chairman, I do so 
so that the gentleman from Washing
ton may explain the request. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, as the 
gentleman from California may recall, 
in the course of the debate on the De
partment of Defense authorization 
bill, the so-called Foley amendment 
was adopted after a number of amend
ments were also adopted. The original 
text of the so-called Foley amendment 
appears in H.R. 1555. Since we have al
ready adopted it, as amended, in the 
Department of Defense Authorization 
Act, it seemed unnecessary and dupli
cative to repeat it here. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, further reserving the right to 
object, I agree with the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my reser
vation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Washington? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MC CURDY 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. McCuRDY: 

Page 115, after line 17, insert the following: 
SEC. 722. CONFLICI' IN NICARAGUA. 

(a) HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE FOR NICARA
GUAN DEMOCRATIC RESISTANCE.-Effective 
upon the enactment of this Act, there is au
thorized to be appropriated $27,000,000 for 
humanitarian assistance to the Nicaraguan 
democratic resistance. Such assistance shall 
be provided to such department or agency 

of the United States as the President shall 
designate except the Central Intelligence 
Agency or the Department of Defense. The · 
assistance authorized by this subsection is 
authorized to remain available for obliga
tion until March 31, 1986. One-third of the 
assistance authorized by this subsection 
shall be available for obligation upon the 
enactment of this Act, an additional one
third shall be available for obligation upon 
submission of the first report required by 
subsection (e), and the remaining one-third 
shall be available for obligation upon sub
mission of the second such report. As used 
in this subsection, the term "humanitarian 
assistance" means the provision of food, 
clothing, medicine, and other humanitarian 
assistance, and it does not include the provi
sion of weapons, weapons systems, ammuni
tion, or other equipment, vehicles or materi
al which can be used to inflict serious bodily 
harm or death. 

(b) ASSISTANCE FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF A 
CONTADORA AGREEMENT.-Effective upon the 
enactment of this Act, there is authorized to 
be appropriated $2,000,000, to remain avail
able until expended, for payment by the 
Secretary of State for the expenses arising 
from implementation by the Contadora na
tions <Mexico, Panama, Colombia, and Ven
ezuela) of an agreement among the coun
tries of Central America based on the Con
tadora Document of Objectives of Septem
ber 9, 1983, including peacekeeping, verifica
tion, and monitoring systems. 

(C) PROHIBITIONS.-
( 1) APPLICATION OF PROHIBITIONS.-The 

prohibitions contained in section 8066<a> of 
the Department of Defense Appropriations 
Act, 1985 <as contained in section 101 of 
Public Law 98-473) and section 801 of the 
Intelligence Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1985 (Public Law 98-618 shall, without 
limitation as to fiscal year, apply with re
spect to funds authorized to be appropriated 
by subsections <a> and (b). 

(2) CONSTRUCTION OF PROHIBITIONS.-Noth
ing in this section, section 8066<a> of the De
partment of Defense Appropriations Act, 
1985 <as contained in section 101 of the 
Public Law 98-473) on section 801 of the In
telligence Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
1985 <Public Law 98-618) shall be construed 
to prohibit the United States Government 
from exchanging information with the Nica
raguan democratic resistance, or the obliga
tion and expenditure, but only for the pur
poses for which they are expressly made 
available, of the funds authorized to be ap
propriated by subsections <a> and (b). 

(d) POLICIES WITH RESPECT TO NICARA
GUA.-The President is urged-

<1) to vigorously pursue the use of diplo
matic and economic steps to resolve the con
flict in Nicaragua, including negotiations 
to-

< A> implement the Contadora Document 
of Objectives of September 9, 1983; and 

<B> at the same time, develop trade and 
economic measures in close consultation and 
cooperation with other nations which will 
encourage the Government of Nicaragua to 
take the necessary steps to resolve the con
flict; 

<2> to suspend military maneuvers in Hon
duras and off Nicaragua's coast, and to lift 
the embargo on trade with Nicaragua, if the 
Government of Nicaragua agrees to a cease
fire, to open a dialog with the Nicaraguan 
democratic resistance and to suspend the 
state of emergency; and 

(3) to resume bilateral discussions with 
the Government of Nicaragua with a view to 
encouraging-

<A> a church-mediated dialog between the 
Government of Nicaragua and the Nicara
guan democratic resistance in support of in
ternal reconciliation, as called for by the 
Contadora Document of Objectives; and 

<B> a comprehensive, verifiable agreement 
among the nations of Central America, 
based on the Contadora Document of Objec
tives. 

(e) REPORTS.-
(1) REQUIREMENT.-The President shall 

submit a report to the Congress every 90 
days on the activities carried out in accord
ance with subsection (d) and on the assist
ance provided under subsections <a> and (b). 
Such reports shall describe the willingness 
of the Nicaraguan democratic resistance and 
the Government of Nicaragua to negotiate 
and the progress of efforts to achieve the 
objectives set out in paragraph (3) of sub
section <d> and shall provide a detailed ac
counting of the disbursement of any such 
assistance. 

(2) HUMAN RIGHTS ABUSES.-As part Of each 
of the reports submitted pursuant to para
graph < 1 ), the President shall submit to the 
Congress a report on alleged human rights 
violations by the Nicaraguan democratic re
sistance and the Government of Nicaragua. 
With respect to the alleged violations the 
report shall include information on who is 
responsible for such human rights viola
tions. 

(f) SUBMISSION OF REQUEST FOR ADDITION
AL ASSISTANCE FOR THE CENTRAL AMERICA 
PEAcE PRocEss.-If the President determines 
at any time after the enactment of this Act 
that-

<1 > negotiations based on the Contadora 
Document of Objectives of September 9, 
1983, have produced an agreement, or show 
promise of producing an agreement, or 

(2) other trade and economic measures 
will assist in a resolution of the conflict, or 
to stabilization in the region, 
the President may submit to the Congress a 
request for budget and other authority to 
provide additional assistance for the fur
therance of the Central America peace proc
ess. 

(g) STATEMENT To BE INCLUDED.-The 
President's request pursuant to subsection 
(f) shall include a detailed statement as to 
progress made to resolve the conflict in the 
region. 

(h) CONSULTATION WITH THE CONGRESS.
In formulating a request pursuant to sub
section (f), the President shall consult with 
the Congress. · 

(i) CONGRESSIONAL ACTION.-(1) The provi
sions of this subsection apply, during the 
99th Congress, to the consideration in the 
House of Representatives of a joint resolu
tion with respect to the request submitted 
by the President pursuant to subsection (f). 

(2) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term "joint resolution" means only a joint 
resolution introduced within 3 legislative 
days after the Congress receives the request 
submitted by the President pursuant to sub
section <f>-

<A> the matter after the resolving clause 
of which is as follows: "That the Congress 
hereby approves the additional authority 
and assistance for the Central America 
peace process that the President requested 
pursuant to the International Security and 
Development Cooperation Act of 1985, not
withstanding section 10 of Public Law 91-
672."; 

<B> which does not have a preamble; and 
<C> the title of which is as follows: "Joint 

Resolution relating to Central America pur-
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suant to the International Security and De
velopment Cooperation Act of 1985.". 

(3) A joint resolution shall, upon introduc
tion, be referred to the appropriate commit
tee or committees of the House of Repre
sentatives. 

<4> If all the committees of the House to 
which a joint resolution has been referred 
have not reported the same joint resolution 
by the end of 15 legislative days after the 
first joint resolution was introduced, any 
committee which has· not reported the first 
joint resolution introduced shall be dis
charged from further consideration of that 
joint resolution and that joint resolution 
shall be placed on the appropriate calendar 
of the House. 

(5)(A) At any time after the first joint res
olution placed on the appropriate calendar 
has been on that calendar for a period of 5 
legislative days, it is in order for any 
Member of the House <after consultation 
with the Speaker as to the most appropriate 
time for the consideration of that joint reso
lution> to move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consideration 
of that joint resolution. The motion is 
highly privileged and is in order even 
though a previous motion to the same effect 
has been disagreed to. All points of order 
against the joint resolution under clauses 2 
and 6 of Rule XXI of the Rules of the 
House are waived. If the motion is agreed 
to, the resolution shall remain the unfin
ished business of the House until disposed 
of. A motion to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion is disagreed to shall not be in 
order. 

<B> Debate on the joint resolution shall 
not exceed ten hours, which shall be divided 
equally between a Member favoring and a 
Member opposing the joint resolution. A 
motion to limit deha.te is in order at any 
time in the House or in the Committee of 
the Whole and is not debatable. 

<C> An amendment to the joint resolution 
is not in order. 

<D> At the conclusion of the debate on the 
joint resolution, the Committee of the 
Whole shall rise and report the joint resolu
tion back to the House, and the previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the joint resolution to final passage without 
intervening motion. 

(6) As used in this subsection, the term 
"legislative day" means a day on which the 
House is in session. 

<7> This subsection is enacted-
<A> as an exercise of the rulemaking 

power of the House of Representatives, and 
as such it is deemed a part of the rules of 
the House, but applicable only with respect 
to the procedure to be followed in the 
House in the case of a joint resolution, and 
it supersedes other rules only to the extent 
that it is inconsistent with such rules; and 

<B> with full recognition of the constitu
tional right of the House to change its rules 
at any time, in the same manner, and to the 
same extent as in the case of any other rule 
of the House, and of the right of the Com
mittee on Rules to report a resolution for 
the consideration of any measure. 

(j) SUBMISSION OF REQUEST FOR ADDITION
AL ASSISTANCE FOR NICARAGUAN DEMOCRATIC 
RESISTANCE.-If the President determines at 
any time after the enactment of this Act 
that-

< 1 > negotiations based on the Contadora 
Document of Objectives of September 9, 
1983, have failed to produce an agreement, 
or 

<2> other trade and economic measures 
have failed to resolve the conflict, 

the President may submit to the Congress a 
request for budget and other authority to 
provide additional assistance for the Nicara
guan democratic resistance. 

(k) STATEMENT To BE INCLUDED.-The 
President's request pursuant to subsection 
(j) shall include a detailed statement as to 
why the negotiations or other measures 
have failed to resolve the conflict in the 
region. 

(1) CONSULTATION WITH THE CONGRESS.-In 
formulating a request pursuant to subsec
tion (j >. the President shall consult with the 
Congress. 

(m) CONGRESSIONAL AcTION.-(!) The pro
visions of this subsection apply, during the 
99th Congress, to the consideration in the 
House of Representatives of a joint resolu
tion with respect to the request submitted 
by the President pursuant to subsection (j ). 

(2) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term "joint resolution" means only a joint 
resolution introduced within 3 legislative 
days after the Congress receives the request 
submitted by the President pursuant to sub
section (j >-

<A> the matter after the resolving clause 
of which is as follows: "That the Congress 
hereby approves the additional authority 
and assistance for the Nicaraguan democrat
ic resistance that the President requested 
pursuant to the International Security and 
Development Cooperation Act of 1985, not
withstanding section 10 of Public Law 91-
672."; 

<B> which does not have a preamble; and 
<C> the title of which is as follows: "Joint 

Resolution relating to Central America pur
suant to the International Security and De
velopment Cooperation Act of 1985.". 

(3) A joint resolution shall, upon introduc
tion, be referred to the appropriate commit
tee or committees of the House of Repre
sentatives. 

<4> If all the committees of the House to 
which a joint resolution has been referred 
have not reported the same joint resolution 
by the end of 15 legislative days after the 
first joint resolution was introduced, any 
committee which has not reported the first 
joint resolution introduced shall be dis
charged from further consideration of that 
joint resolution and that joint resolution 
shall be placed on the appropriate calendar 
of the House. 

<5><A> At any time after the first joint res
olution placed on the appropriate calendar 
has been on that calendar for a period of 5 
legislative days, it is in order for any 
Member of the House <after consultation 
with the Speaker as to the most appropriate 
time for the consideration of that joint reso
lution> to move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consideration 
of that joint resolution. The motion is 
highly privileged and is in order even 
though a previous motion to the same effect 
has been disagreed to. All points of order 
against the joint resolution under clauses 2 
and 6 of Rule XXI of the Rules of the 
House are waived. If the motion is agreed 
to, the resolution shall remain the unfin
ished business of the House until disposed 
of. A motion to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion is disagreed to shall not be in 
order. 

<B> Debate on the joint resolution shall 
not exceed ten hours, which shall be divided 
equally between a Member favoring and a 
Member opposing the joint resolution. A 
motion to limit debate is in order at any 
time in the House or in the Committee of 
the Whole and is not debatable. 

<C> An amendment to the joint resolution 
is not in order. 

<D> At the conclusion of the debate on the 
joint resolution, the Committee of the 
Whole shall rise and report the joint resolu
tion back to the House, and the previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the joint resolution to final passage without 
intervening motion. 

<6> As used in this subsection, the term 
"legislative day" means a day on which the 
House is in session. 

<7> This subsection is enacted-
<A> as an exercise of the rulemaking 

power of the House of Representatives, and 
as such it is deemed a part of the rules of 
the House, but applicable only with respect 
to the procedure to be followed in the 
House in the case of a joint resolution, and 
it supersedes other rules only to the extent 
that it is inconsistent with such rules; and 

<B> with full recognition of the constitu
tional right of the House to change its rules 
at any time, in the same manner, and to the 
same extent as in the case of any other rule 
of the House, and of the right of the Com
mittee on Rules to report a resolution for 
the consideration of any measure. 

Mr. McCURDY <during the read
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, my 

amendment tracks the language of the 
McDade-Michel-McCurdy amendment 
which passed this House 3 weeks ago 
and provides $27 million plus $2 mil
lion to the Contadora nations in hu
manitarian assistance to the Nicara
guan democratic resistance through 
March 31, 1986. The only difference 
between my amendment and the 
McDade-Michel-McCurdy provision is 
that since the former was an appro
priation this amendment provides only 
for authorization. The change was 
made to avoid having an appropriation 
in an authorizing bill. 

The House has debated the issue of 
U.S. assistance to the Nicaraguan 
democratic resistance several times 
over the past 2 months. Three weeks 
ago we finally came to a resolution. 
There is no need to repeat that 
lengthy debate here today. However, it 
is useful to provide clear authorizing 
language for the appropriation which 
the House has approved. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCURDY. I yield to the distin
guished chairman of the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs, the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. FASCELL). 

Mr. F ASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

This is the exact language that the 
House has already acted upon, is that 
correct? 

Mr. McCURDY. That is correct, Mr. 
Chairman. 
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Mr. FASCELL. In that case, Mr. 

Chairman, we have no objection and 
are ready to accept the amendment. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCURDY. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to indicate my 
support for the amendment offered by 
my colleague, the distinguished gentle
man from Oklahoma. This is a helpful 
amendment. It is fully consistent with 
the House action in adopting the 
Michel amendment to the recent sup
plemental appropriations bill. The 
McCurdy amendment reaffirms the 
House position in support of humani
tarian assistance for the democratic 
resistance forces opposing the Marxist 
Sandinista tyranny in Nicaragua. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Oklahoma [Mr. McCuRDY]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RICHARDSON 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. RICHARDSON: 

Page 115, after line 17, insert the following: 
SEC. 722. CONDEMNING HUMAN RIGHTS VIOLA· 

TIONS AND THE SUBVERSION OF 
OTHER GOVERNMENTS BY THE GOV
ERNMENT OF CUBA. 

(a) CONDEMNATION OF CERTAIN ACTION BY 
THE GOVERNMENT OF CUBA.-The Congress 
condemns-

< 1 > the consistent pattern of gross viola
tions of internationally recognized human 
rights by the Cuban Government, includ
ing-

<A> cruel, inhumane, and degrading treat
ment and punishment of prisoners; 

<B> the suppression of free speech, press, 
and assembly; and 

<C> restrictions on religious activity and 
the freedom to emigrate; and 

(2) the provision by the Cuban govern
ment of material aid and personnel support 
for the purposes of subversion. 

(b) CALL UPON THE GOVERNMENT OF CUBA.
The Congress calls upon the Government of 
Cuba to restore civil liberties and cease in 
the violation of human rights of the Cuban 
people and cease the subversion of other 
governments through material and person
nel support. 

Mr. RICHARDSON <during the 
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani
mous consent that the amendment be 
considered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Mexico? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, 

since Fidel Castro led a revolutionary 
movement to , overthrow the repressive 
Batista regime in 1959, Cuba has 
played a major role in international 
affairs and the promise of democratic 
rule has turned into a nightmare. 

The violations of internationally rec
ognized human rights by the central-

ized Government of Cuba is well docu
mented and the testimonies by survi
vors of Castro's prisons are available 
to us all. Sometime persons are arrest
ed and tried in secret without the 
knowledge of family and friends. 
There is no freedom of speech, press, 
and assembly, and even private criti
cism of the Castro regime can land a 
person in prison. There is also a prohi
bition on all free trade activity. Only 
the Communist Party can run the 
unions in Cuba. Some trade unionists 
have been sentenced to 30 years in 
prison for their organizing activities. A 
network of formal and informal re
strictions limits religious activity and 
the official state ideology of atheism is 
taught in the schools. Freedom to emi
grate is severely restricted, and those 
who apply to emigrate lose their jobs, 
their ration cards, their housing, and 
their personal possessions. It is no 
wonder that more than 100,000 per
sons fled Cuba in 1980 to seek a better 
way of life in the United States. 

Cuba's continued support for the 
subversion of other governments is not 
a matter of mere moral support and 
solidarity with international commu
nism. There is plenty of evidence that 
Cuba provides material and personnel 
support for these activities. 

I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to support this amendment 
and add the concern of Congress on 
this issue to the other human rights 
provisions of the State Department 
authorization bill. 

Mr. F ASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I would be glad 
to yield to my colleague from Florida. 

Mr. FASCELL. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman [Mr. 
RICHARDSON] has discussed this 
amendment with us. We have had an 
opportunity to review it. We think it is 
a good amendment. We are ready to 
accept it. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I yield to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BROOMFIELD]. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman has 
explained the amendment to us. We 
think it is a good amendment. We 
accept the amendment on this side. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New Mexico [Mr. RICHARD
soN]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

01710 
AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. RICHARDSON 
Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, 

I offer two amendments, and I ask 
unanimous consent that they be con
sidered en bloc. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Mexico? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 

report the amendments. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendments offered by Mr. RICHARDSON: 

SEC. . CONDITIONS ON HUMANITARIAN ASSIST-
ANCE TO THE NICARAGUAN DEMO
CRATIC RESISTANCE. 

(a) PREvENTING DIVERSION OF ASSIST
ANCE.-The President shall establish appro
priate procedures to ensure that any hu
manitarian assistance provided by the 
United States Government to the Nicara
guan democratic resistance is used only for 
the intended purpose and is not diverted 
<through barter, exchange, or any other 
means) for acquisition of weapons, weapons 
systems, ammunition, or other equipment, 
vehicles, or material which can be used to 
inflict serious bodily harm or death. 

(b) RESPECT FOR HUMAN RIGHTS.-If the 
President determines that Nicaraguan 
democratic resistance forces are engaging in 

· a consistent pattern of human rights viola
tions, the President shall suspend all United 
States humanitarian assistance to those 
forces. The Secretary of State shall report 
to the Congress every six months on the 
human rights practices of the Nicaraguan 
democratic resistance forces. 

Page 83, after line 4, insert the following 
new subsection: 

<f> UNITED STATES CoNcERNs ABoUT NicA
RAGUAN FOREIGN AND DOMESTIC POLICIES.
The Congress finds and declares the follow
ing: 

< 1) Despite positive actions by the Con
gress signaling s1,1pport for negotiated solu
tions to conflicts in Central America, there 
are disturbing trends in Nicaragua's foreign 
and domestic policies, including-

<A> President Daniel Ortega's April 1985 
trip to the Soviet Union at a time when the 
Congress signaled its strong disapproval of 
increasing Nicaraguan-Soviet ties; 

<B> the Sandinista government's close 
military ties with Cuba, the Soviet Union, 
and its Warsaw Pact allies; the disappoint
ing and insufficient reduction of the 
number of Cuban advisors in Nicaragua by 
only 100 out of an approximately 2500; and 
the continuing military buildup that Nicara
gua's neighbors consider threatening; 

<C> the Sandinista government's curtail
ment of individual liberties, political expres
sion, freedom of worship, and the independ
ence of the media; 

<D> the subordination of military, judicial, 
and internal security functions to the ruling 
political party; and 

<E> the Sandinista government's efforts to 
export its influence and ideology; 

(2) Should Nicaragua not address the con
cerns described in paragraph <1>, the United 
States has several options to address this 
challenge to peace and stability in the 
region, including political, diplomatic, and 
trade sanctions. In addition, the United 
States-

< A> should through appropriate regional 
organizations, such as the Organization of 
American States, seek to maintain multilat
eral pressure on Nicaragua to address these 
concerns; and 

<B> should, if called upon to do so, give se
rious consideration to supporting any sanc
tions adopted by such an organization. 

(3) In assessing whether or not progress is 
being made in addressing these concerns, 
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the Congress will expect prompt and signifi
cant initiatives by the Government of Nica
ragua such as-

< A> the removal of foreign military advis
ers from Nicaragua; 

<B> the end to Sandinista support for in
surgencies in other countries in the region, 
including the cessation of military supplies 
to the rebel forces fighting the democrat
ically elected government in El Salvador; 

<C> restoration of individual liberties, po
litical expression, freedom of worship, and 
the independence of the media; and 

<D> progress toward internal reconcilia
tion and a pluralistic democratic system, in
cluding steps to liberalize institutions in 
order to allow the internal opposition in 
Nicaragua to become a viable partner in the 
Nicaraguan political process. 

Mr. RICHARDSON <during the 
reading). Mr. Chariman, I ask unani
mous consent that the amendments be 
considered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Mexico? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, 

my amendment achieves two key ob
jectives. First, it insures that the Con
tras cannot use any of the humanitari
an assistance for military purposes, for 
barter, or any type exchange. Specifi
cally, it tightens up the humanitarian 
aid to the point where it can only be 
used for food, clothing, and medicine. 
I was deeply concerned about a state
ment that Alfonse Robelo, one, the 
Contra leaders, made in FBIS, June 
25, 1985. "That money-the humani
tarian aid approved by Congress
would be used to buy arms on the 
black market and equip the fighters, 
the FDN." Under this amendment, 
such a dangerous diversion could not 
occur. 

Second, my amendment reaffirms 
congressional intent on human rights 
violations and U.S. assistance. The 
Contras have systematically violated 
human rights, and this must stop. 
Under this amendment, the President 
can suspend this aid if he finds that 
the Contras are engaged in gross viola
tions of human rights. I expect the 
State Department to monitor Contra 
human rights practices comprehen
sively, especially since there appear to 
be some versions serious and signifi
cant human rights abuses. This 
amendment does not intend to legiti
mize the Contras. Its intent is to place 
them under the tightest scrutiny pos
sible. The Contras may not be worthy 
of receiving U.S. humanitarian assist
ance based on their human rights 
abuses and their diversion of humani
tarian aid for military purposes. This 
amendment would provide the hook 
for the U.S. Government to cut off 
Contras aid if they violate these two 
conditions. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
simply clarifies congressional intent 
about our basic policy toward Nicara
gua. The goal is not a military solution 

to conflict in Nicaragua; it is not the 
overthrow of the Nicaraguan Govern
ment. The goal is to promote the Con
tadora prQcess and pressure Nicaragua 
to cease the violations of human 
rights in Nicaragua. It is to put the 
Nicaraguan Government on notice 
that the United States is prepared to 
join in regional initiatives and employ 
sanctions if there is no progress 
toward these goals. On the other 
hand, this amendment makes it clear 
that we are aiming at negotiation 
rather than confrontation; and recon
ciliation rather than destruction. 

The current embargo is just the sort 
of sanction mentioned in my amend
ment. But not it would be placed in 
the context not of a drive toward 
direct U.S. intervention in the area, 
but a measure which will be lifted as 
soon as we receive strong signals and 
see positive measures which address 
our concerns. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
·the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I yield to the 
gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, on 
the amendments being considered en 
bloc, the one has the additional lan
guage that we discussed? 

Mr. RICHARDSON. That is correct. 
The gentleman is correct. 

Mr. FASCELL. Is that the under
standing of the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. BROOMFIELD] also? 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. It is. 
Mr. FASCELL. In that case, Mr. 

Chairman, we have no objection. 
Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 

we have no objection on this side. 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair

man, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RICHARDSON. I yield to my 

colleague, the gentleman from Califor
nia. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, I have examined the amend
ments and discussed them. I think 
they are helpful to the bill, and I cer
tainly agree with them and urge their 
support. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendments offered by the gen
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. RICH
ARDSON]. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. BOXER 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as· follows: 
Amendment offered by Mrs. BoxER: Page 

92, after line 15, insert the following new 
subsection: 

(i) HUMAN RIGHTS GROUPS IN GUATEMA
LA.-

(1) THE MUTUAL SUPPORT GROUP.-The Con
gress finds that-

<A> the Group for Mutual Support was 
formed in 1984 to protest the disappear
ances of Guatemalan civilians; 

<B> the Group for Mutual Support has 
carried out its work in a peaceful, non-ideo-

logical manner, and is the only indigenous 
human rights group operation in Guatema
la; and 

<C> two of the Group's six steering com
mittee members, Hector Gomez and Maria 
Rosario Godyo de Cuevas, were recently 
killed. 

(2) SUPPORT FOR ACTIVITIES OF HUMAN 
RIGHTS GROUPS.-It is the sense of the Con
gress that-

<A> human rights groups in Guatemala, 
particularly the Group for Mutual Support, 
should be allowed to carry out their work 
against human rights abuses with the full 
cooperating, protection, and support of the 
Government of Guatemala; and 

<B> whether the Government of Guatema
la allows human rights groups, including 
the Group for Mutual Support, to carry out 
their work should be taken into account by 
the United States in determining whether 
there is human rights progress in Guatema
la. 

Mrs. BOXER (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewomen 
from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentlewoman yield? 
Mrs. BOXER. I yield to the gentle

man from the Florida. 
Mr. FASCELL. Is this the gentle

woman's amendment on page 92? 
Mrs. BOXER. That is correct; re

garding Guatemala. 
Mr. FASCELL. I thank the gentle

woman. 
Mr. Chairman, I am offering a 

simple, bipartisan amendment to the 
foreign aid bill which expresses the 
sense of Congress that the Govern
ment of Guatemala should allow that 
country's only independent human 
rights group, the Mutual Support 
Group, to carry out its work against 
human rights abuses. It also states 
that the government's treatment of 
human rights groups, including the 
Mutual Support Group, should be 
taken into account by the United 
States in determining whether there is 
human rights progress in Guatemala. 

The military regime in Guatemala 
has been condemned by practically 
every human rights group in existence 
for its unmatched brutality. The Brit
ish Parliamentary Human Rights 
Group recently noted: 

In a 30-year war against their own people, 
the Guatemalan military have created a 
nation of widows and disappeared <people>. 
Over 100,000 people have been killed and 
38,000 disappeared. 

Moreover, the State Department re
cently confirmed that brutal and un
speakable torture is commonplace in 
Guatemala. 

There have, however, been some 
recent signs of hope. In June 1984, a 
group of women who met while 
searching for their husbands' bodies in 
the Guatemala City morgue decided to 
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form a nonpartisan human rights 
group called the Mutual Support 
Group for the families of the disap
peared. 

The Mutual Support Group's digni
fied, nonideological protests have 
brought then praise and attention 
from both the international human 
rights community and the U.S. State 
Department. Moreover, until last 
March, the Guatemalan Government 
did not repress the Mutual Support 
Group, as it had all previous human 
rights groups, but instead allowed it to 
exist. 

On March 14 of this year, the Gua
temalan Chief of State, Gen. Mejia 
<Meh-hee-a) Victores, denounced the 
Mutual Support Group of national tel
evision. On March 31, one of the 
group's lead~rs, Hector Gomez, a 
baker, was kidnapped. The next day, 
his tortured and mutilated body was 
found. Later that week, the body of 
the group's vice-president, Maria Ro
sario Godyo de Cuevas, was found to
gether with the bodies of her 21-year
old brother and her infant son at the 
bottom of a ravine. Archbishop Pro
spero Penados called it a triple assassi
nation. No arrests have been made. 

If we are to approve the military and 
economic assistance for Guatemala in 
the foreign aid bill, we cannot be silent 
about the disturbing violations against 
this brave group of people. The 
amendment I am offering will give the 
Mutual Support Group the recogni
tion it needs to carry out its work 
against human rights abuses in Guate
mala. Shining the light of day on Gua
temala's only active, independent 
humap rights organization should 
send "h clear message to Guatemala's 
current and future leaders that the 
United States will not continue to send 
them aid unless there are specific, con
crete improvements in human rights. 
Without this specific amendment, our 
promise to look at human rights in 
Guatemala is too vague. By being spe
cific we strengthen our will. 

This amendment will also give the 
people of Guatemala another type of 
aid, a kind they desperately need: 
Hope-hope that their right to live 
free from fear is being recognized by 
this Congress and the American 
people. 

I want to thank many members of 
the committee-in particular the gen
tleman from Maryland [Mr. BARNES], 
for being most supportive of this 
amendment. 

Mr. BARNES. Will the gentlewoman 
yield? 

Mrs. BOXER. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. BARNES. I thank the gentle
woman for yielding and I thank her 
for her comments. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 
her for her leadership on this issue. 
This is very important, and what the 
gentlewoman from California [Mrs. 

BoxER] is doing this afternoon, put
ting the Congress' imprimatur behind 
the human rights organizations in 
Guatemala, can literally save some 
lives down there, and I commend 
the gentlewoman for what she is 
doing, and I look forward to continu
ing to work with her on what is a cru
cial issue for the people of that coun
try that has been through such a very, 
very difficult period. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the gentle
man for his remarks. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Will the gen
tlewoman yield? 

Mrs. BOXER. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I thank the 
gentlewoman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it should be 
pointed out that although there is a 
lot of disagreement about what the sit
uation is with regard to human rights 
in Guatemala, there are those who say 
that the condition has improved a lot; 
there are those who say it has not, but 
it is true that in October there will be 
elections; a new government is sched
uled to be installed shortly thereafter. 
We are hopeful that advancements 
toward democracy will continue in 
that country, and certainly if you have 
a human rights organization, it should 
not be attacked, and that is a specific 
thing we can look at. 

I only wish that the Government of 
Nicaragua would be as tolerant of its 
official human rights organization 
that existed during the time of 
Somoza, as we are asking the Guate
malan Government to be here. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
gentlewoman's amendment. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the gentle
man, and I can ony state that my feel
ing on this issue certainly extends to 
each and every country all over the 
world. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 
e Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. 
Chairman, as a cosponsor of this 
amendment I rise in its support. 

Mr. Chairman, according to respect
ed human rights groups, the Govern
ment of Guatemala is responsible for 
thousands of disappearances and polit
ical killings. A report by Amnesty 
International concluded, "tortures and 
murders are part of a deliberate and 
longstanding program of the Guate
mala Government." 

A year ago in Guatemala, the group 
for mutual support was formed by 
women whose husbands had been mur
dered or who had disappeared. Its pur
pose is to provide support for those 
who have lost a family member, and 
the number of group members grew 
rapidly. 

According to reports, however, the 
mere existence of the group tor 
mutual support was too threatening 
for the government. Last March, Chief 
of State General Oscar Humberto 

Mejia denounced the group's efforts. 
On March 31 one of the six members 
of the group's steering committee was 
kidnaped, tortured, and mutilated. His 
body was discovered the next day. 
Later that week, the body of another 
of the group's leaders was found dead, 
together with the bodies of her infant 
son and her brother. 

Mr. Chairman, as you know, the 
President has requested both econom
ic and military support funds for Gua
temala. The Subcommittee on West
ern Hemisphere, which has jurisdic
tion over this area, cut the President's 
request significantly and, with respect 
to the military portion of the aid, in
stituted two requirements. They are: 
First, that military assistance and 
sales may be provided to Guatemala 
only if the President certifies that an 
elected civilian government has been 
installed in office, is exercising power 
in Guatemala, and has submitted a 
formal written request to the United 
States for the assistance, sales, or fi
nancing to be provided; and second, 
the Government of Guatemala has 
made demonstrated progress in achiev
ing control over the military and secu
rity forces and in the area of human 
rights. I totally support these require
ments. 

The amendment we are offering 
today is designed to provide a measure 
of the progress made in the area of 
human rights. It states that it is the 
sense of Congress that human rights 
groups in Guatemala, particularly the 
group for mutual support, should be 
allowed to carry out their work against 
human rights abuses with the full co
operation, protection, and support of 
the Government of Guatemala, and 
whether the Government of Guatema
la allows human rights groups, includ
ing the group for mutual support, to 
carry out their work should be taken 
into account by the United States in 
determining whether there is human 
rights progress in Guatemala. 

I would like to point out that the 
group for mutual support is the only 
indigenous human rights group oper
ating in Guatemala. I would also like 
to point out that the lives of two mem
bers of this body who planned to 
attend a memorial march for the two 
slain members of ·the group were 
threatened with what the U.S. Embas
sy there called "credible death 
threats." They stayed away. 

No government with the dirty 
human rights record of Guatemala 
should get our military aid until they 
have shown a basic respect for the life 
and dignity of the human beings who 
live within its own borders. 

Passage of this amendment would be 
evidence of this country's support for 
the dignified and important efforts of 
the group for mutual support in the 
face of intolerable government abuses, 
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and support for human rights every
where. 

I urge my colleagues to support it.e 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentle
woman from California [Mrs. BoxER]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair wishes 

to announce that there are 3 hours 
and 11 minutes remaining under the 
time limitation. 

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. DYMALLY 
Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer two amendments, and I ask 
unanimous consent that they be con
sidered en bloc. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendments offered by Mr. DYMALLY: 

Page 112, strike out lines . 9 through 20, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following new sub
sections: 

(d) FuNDING FOR ORGANIZATIONAL MEETING 
OF COMMISSION.-Of the funds authorized to 
be appropriated to carry out section 106 of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 <relating 
to development assistance for energy, pri
vate and voluntary organizations, and se
lected development activities), up to a total 
of $100,000 for fiscal years 1986 and 1987 
shall be available to-

O> pay reasonable administrative ex
penses associated with the organizational 
meeting of the Commission; and 

<2> pay reasonable travel and lodging ex
penses incurred by commissioners from 
other participant governments incident to 
their attendance at the organizational meet
ing of the Commission. 

(e) REQUEST TO CONGRESS RELATING TO 
UNITED STATES PARTICIPATION IN THE COM
MISSION.-The President should provide cost 
estimates and request authorization from 
the Congress in order to provide for the par
ticipation of the United States in the Com
mission <other than United States participa
tion associated with the organizational 
meeting). 

Page 112, line 21, strike out "(e)" and 
insert in lieu thereof "(f)". 

Page 111, line 12, strike out "is requested 
to" and insert in lieu thereof "shall"; and 
line 19, strike out "is also requested to" and 
insert in lieu thereof "shall also". 

Mr. DYMALLY (during the read
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendments be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DYMALL Y. Mr. Chairman, the 

first amendment simply mandates the 
formation of the Commission, a 
demand that the President form the 
Commission rather than request that 
he form it. 

I understand there is no opposition 
to this amendment. I introduced it be
cause the folks in the Caribbean 
thought it was rather weak, and that 
it did not put any teeth in the Com
mission, and it is at their request I 
offer this amendment. 

The other amendment, Mr. Chair
man, provides $100,000 for the initial 
meeting of the Commission. This 
money was found in a cookie jar in the 
State Department; it does not go 
beyond the levels mandated by the 
Fascell freeze amendments yesterday. 
This is just money that was lying 
around in the State Department, and 
they have agreed to let us have 
$100,000. 

Mr. FASCELL. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. DYMALL Y. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. FASCELL. I want to reaffirm 
the fact that this is not new money, 
and this is use of existing funds. 

Mr. Chairman, we have examined 
these amendments and I want to com
mend the gentleman for his initiative 
and concern with respect to the Carib
bean, and we are prepared to accept 
the amendment. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Will the gentle
man yield? 

Mr. DYMALLY. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
I want to join in commending the gen
tleman for his work in this area, on 
the Caribbean, and we do accept both 
amendments. 

Mr. DYMALLY. I thank Mr. FASCELL 
and Mr. BROOMFIELD for their support 
of this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendments offered by the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DYM
ALLY]. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

0 1720 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BURTON OF 

INDIANA 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair

man, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BuRTON of In

diana: Page 83, after line 4, insert the fol
lowing: 

(f) RESOLUTION OF THE CONFLICT IN NICA
RAGUA.-

(1) BASIS FOR POLICY.-The Congress finds 
that.-

<A> the people of Nicaragua are suffering 
the horrors of a fierce armed conflict that is 
causing grave hardships and loss of life, has 
thrown the country into a serious political, 
social, and economic upheaval, and is of se
rious concern to the nations of the region 
and to the United States; 

<B> this conflict is fundamentally a con
tinuation of efforts of the Nicaraguan 
people to attain a representative govern
ment at peace with its neighbors, efforts 
which began under the Somoza regime; and 

<C> the United States recognized these 
noble aspirations of the Nicaraguan people 
in the June 23, 1979, resolution of the Sev
enteenth Meeting of Consultation of Minis
ters of Foreign Affairs of the Organization 
of American States, which reads as follows: 

"Whereas: 
"The people of Nicaragua are suffering 

the horrors of a fierce armed conflict that is 

causing grave hardships and loss of life, and 
has thrown the country into a serious politi
cal, social, and economic upheaval; 

"The inhumane conduct of the dictatorial 
regime governing the country, as evidenced 
by the report of the Inter-American Com
mission on Human Rights, is the fundamen
tal cause of the dramatic situation faced by 
the Nicaraguan people; and 

"The spirit of solidarity that guides Hemi
sphere relations places an unavoidable obli
gation on the American countries to exert 
every effort within their power, to put an 
end to the bloodshed and to avoid the pro
longation of this conflict which is disrupting 
the peace of the Hemisphere; 

"The Seventeenth Meeting of Consulta
tion of Ministers of Foreign Affairs, 

"Declares: 
"That the solution of the serious problem 

is exclusively within the jurisdiction of the 
people of Nicaragua. 

"That in the view of the Seventeenth 
Meeting of Consultation of Ministers of 
Foreign Affairs this solution should be ar
rived at on the basis of the following: 

"1. Immediate and definitive replacement 
of the Somoza regime. 

"2. Installation in Nicaraguan territory of 
a democratic government, the composition 
of which should include the principal repre
sentative groups which oppose the Somoza 
regime and which reflects the free will of 
the people of Nicaragua. 

"3. Guarantee of the respect for human 
rights of all Nicaraguans without exception. 

"4. The holding of free elections as soon 
as possible, that will lead to the establish
ment of a truly democratic government that 
guarantees peace, freedom, and justice. 

''Resolves: 
"1. To urge the member states to take 

steps that are within their reach to facili
tate an enduring and peaceful solution of 
the Nicaraguan problem on the bases set 
forth above, scrupulously respecting the 
principle of nonintervention and abstaining 
from any action that might be in conflict 
with the above bases or be incomp~ible 
with a peaceful and enduring solution to the 
problem. 

"2. To commit their efforts to promote 
humanitarian assistance to the people of 
Nicaragua and to contribute to the social 
and economic recovery of the country. 

"3. To keep the Seventeenth Meeting of 
Consultation of Ministers of Foreign Affairs 
open while the present situation continues." 

(2) THE GOVERNMENT OF NICARAGUA.-The 
Congress further finds-

<A> the Government of National Recon
struction of Nicaragua formally accepted 
the June 23, 1979, resolution as a basis for 
resolving the Nicaraguan conflict in its 
"Plan to Achieve Peace" which was submit
ted to the Organization of American States 
on July 12, 1979; 

<B> the June 23, 1979, resolution and its 
acceptance by the Government of National 
Reconstruction of Nicaragua was the formal 
basis for the removal of the Somoza regime 
and the installation of the Government of 
National Reconstruction; 

<C> the Government of National Recon
struction, now known as the Government of 
Nicaragua and controlled by the Frente 
Sandinista <the FSLN>, has flagrantly vio
lated the provisions of the June 23, 1979, 
resolution, the rights of the Nicaraguan 
people, and the security of the nations in 
the region, in that it-

(1) no longer includes the democratic 
members of the Government of National 
Reconstruction in the political process; 



July 10, 1985 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 18475 
(ii) is not a government freely elected 

under conditions of freedom of the press, as
sembly, and organization, and is not recog
nized as freely elected by its neighbors, 
Costa Rica, Honduras, and El Salvador; 

(iii) has taken significant steps toward es
tablishing a totalitarian Communist dicta
torship, including the formation of FSLN 
neighborhood watch committees and the en
actment of laws that violate human rights 
and grant undue executive power; 

<iv) has committed atrocities against its 
citizens as documented in reports by the 
Inter-American Commission on Human 
Rights of the Organization of American 
States; 

<v> has aligned itself with the Soviet 
Union and Soviet allies, including the 
German Democratic Republic, Bulgaria, 
Libya, and the Palestine Liberation Organi
zation; 

<vi> has committed and refuses to cease 
aggression in the form of armed subversion 
against its neighbors in violation of the 
Charter of the United Nations, the Charter 
of the Organization of American States, the 
Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assist
ance, and the 1965 United Nations General 
Assembly Declaration on Intervention; and 

<vii) has built up an army beyond the 
needs of immediate self-defense, at the ex
pense of the needs of the Nicaraguan people 
and about which the nations of the region 
have expressed deepest concern. 

(3) THE NICARAGUAN DEMOCRATIC 0PPOSI
TION.-The Congress further finds that-

<A> as a result of these violations, the 
Government of Nicaragua has lost the sup
port of virtually all independent sectors of 
Nicaraguan society who initially supported 
the removal of the Somoza regime <includ
ing democratic political parties of the left, 
center, and right; the leadership of the 
Church; free unions; and the business, 
farmer, and professional sectors) and who 
still seek democracy, reject the rule of the 
Frente Sandinista, and seek the free elec
tions promised in 1979; 

<B> the Nicaraguan political opposition 
has joined with the armed opposition 
groups in issuing the San Jose Manifesto of 
March 1, 1985, calling for a national dia
logue under mediation by the Nicaraguan 
Bishops Conference to peacefully attain the 
fulfillment of the Government of Nicara
gua's commitments to the Organization of 
American States, including "the democrati
zation of Nicaragua, conscious that democ
racy is the only means to carry out an au
thentic revolution and secure our national 
identity and sovereignty"; 

<C> on June 12, 1985, in San Salvador, El 
Salvador, the political and armed opposition 
groups representing the entire democratic 
political spectrum of Nicaragua formed the 
Unified Nicaraguan Opposition and af
firmed their "historical commitment to 
achieve for Nicaragua the reconciliation of 
her children, to establish the foundation for 
democracy and the moral and material re
construction of the nation"; and 

<D> the Unified Nicaraguan Opposition 
further declared its intention to "give priori
ty at all times to a political solution which 
will ease the suffering of our people". 

(4) CONCERNS IN THE REGION AND UNITED 
STATES RESPONSIBILITIES.-The Congress fur
ther finds that-

<A> Nicaragua's neighbors, Costa Rica, El 
Salvador, and Honduras, have expressed, in
dividually and through the Contadora proc
ess, their belief that their peace and free
dom is not safe so long as the Government 
of Nicaragua excludes from power most of 

Nicaragua's political leadership and is con
trolled by a small sectarian party, without 
regard to the will of the majority of Nicara
guans; and 

<B> the United States, given its role in the 
installation of the current Government of 
Nicaragua, has a special responsibility re
garding the implementation of the commit
ments made by that Government in 1979, 
especially to those who fought against 
Somoza to bring democracy to Nicaragua 
with United States support. 

(5) RESOLUTION OF THE CONFLICT.-The 
Congress-

< A> condemns the Government of Nicara
gua for violating its solemn commitments to 
the Nicaraguan people, the United States, 
and the Organization of American States; 

<B> affirms that the Government of Nica
ragua will be regarded as having achieved 
political legitimacy when it fulfills its 1979 
commitment to the Organization of Ameri
can States to implement genuinely 
democratic elections, under the supervision 
of the Organization of American States, in 
which all elements of the Nicaraguan resist
ance can peacefully participate under condi
tions recognized as necessary for free elec
tions by international bodies; 

<C> urges the Government of Nicaragua to 
enter a national dialogue, as proposed by 
the Nicaraguan democratic resistance in 
San Jose, Costa Rica, on March 1, 1985, 
under mediation by the Nicaraguan Bishops 
Conference in order to peacefully resolve 
the current crisis through internationally 
recognized elections in which all elements of 
Nicaraguan society can freely participate; 

<D> supports the Nicaraguan democratic 
resistance in its efforts to peacefully resolve 
the Nicaraguan conflict and to achieve the 
fulfillment of the Government of Nicara
gua's solemn commitments to the Nicara
guan people, the United States, and the Or
ganization of American States; 

<E> supports efforts by the Contadora na
tions, the Organization of American States, 
and other appropriate regional organiza
tions to maintain multilateral pressure on 
Nicaragua to fulfill its commitments; and 

<F> requests that the Secretary of State 
transmit the text of this subsection to the 
Foreign Ministers of the member states of 
the Organization of American States.e 

Mr. FASCELL <during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair

man, I have discussed this with both 
the chairman of the committee and 
the ranking Republican member, and 
they both support this amendment. 

What the amendment does is it calls 
on Nicaragua to fulfill its commitment 
which was made to the Organization 
of American States in 1979, and it enu
merates those items in the OAS agree
ment that they agreed to live up to. 

Very simply stated, they have not 
lived up to that agreement. It calls 
upon Nicaragua to respect that agree
ment and to live up to it. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. FASCELL. This is the amend
ment that the gentleman has dis
cussed with us on this side? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Yes, I dis
cussed it with the chairman's staff as 
well as the chairman and the minority. 

Mr. FASCELL. We are prepared to 
accept it. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, the minority has examined the 
amendment, and we accept it also. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I thank 
the gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Indiana [Mr. BURTON]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GARCIA 

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GARCIA: Page 

115, after line 17, insert the following new 
section: 
SEC. 722. REPORTS ON FOREIGN DEBT IN LATIN 

AMERICA. 
(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that
(1) the foreign debt of Latin American 

countries has soared from $27,000,000,000 in 
1970 to over $350,000,000,000 in 1983; 

(2) the foreign debt of Latin American 
countries is a serious obstacle to their eco
nomic progress, threatens their stability, 
and endangers the democratic processes in 
those nations; and 

<3> the economic and political futures of 
many of the Latin American countries hang 
in the balance and depend upon a successful 
resolution of the foreign debt crisis. 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than January 1, 
1986, the Secretary of State shall prepare 
and transmit to the Congress a report on

< 1 > the magnitude of the foreign debt 
crisis in this hemisphere; 

(2) the impact of the foreign debt crisis on 
the economies of the countries of Latin 
America; 

<3> the degree to which the national secu
rity interests of the United States are impli
cated in this crisis; and 

<4> the steps being taken and the policy 
being pursued by the United States aimed 
at dealing with this crisis. 

Mr. GARCIA <during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Chairman, I will 

be very brief. Both sides agree. 
This amendment is clear in its inten

tion. It recognizes that the debt crisis 
in Latin America has gotten out of 
control, and that the effects of that 
crisis reach far beyond the need for 
some simple belt tightening or recy
cled WIN buttons. 
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The foreign debt of Latin nations 

was approximately $27 billion in 1970. 
It increased to over $350 billion in 
1983. This crisis has an obvious effect 
on the economic stability of debtor na
tions, but it is just as important to re
member that their political stability 
also hangs by a thread as the magni
tude of their individual debt forces 
them to adopt stringent, at times un
realistic, austerity measures. 

We all want democracy to become 
the politics of choice for Latin nations, 
but we must understand that democra
cy can be as easily undermined by a 
bankrupt economy as it can be an in
surgent's bullet. 

Yet, we have no way of combating 
this crisis without fully understanding 
it. I am asking with this amendment 
for the Secretary of State to transmit 
to Congress, no later than October 1, 
1985, a report on: 

First, the magnitude of the foreign 
debt crisis in this hemisphere; 

Second, the impact of the foreign 
debt crisis on the economies of Latin 
America; 

Third, the degree to which the na
tional security interests of the United 
States are implicated in the crisis; and 

Fourth, steps being taken and the 
policy being pursued by the United 
States aimed at dealing with this 
crisis. 

It is my belief that the largest 
debtor nations in Latin America: 
Brazil, Mexico, and Argentina are 
doing their best to live up to their 
commitment to stabilize their econo
mies. An example is President Alfon
sin's recent economic plan in which he 
makes a substantive effort to address 
the problems confronting the Argen
tine economy. 

President Alfonsin is to be com
mended for such a move. In fact, it 
looks as if he is already being widely 
applauded for his efforts by the 
people of Argentina. William D. 
Rogers, a former Undersecretary of 
State for International Economic Af
fairs writes in today's Washington 
Post that the "public reaction (in Ar
gentina) was wildly enthusiastic • • *" 
for the President's measures. 

I would like to insert Secretary 
Rogers article in the REcoRD as part of 
my statement. The Secretary's analy
sis offers cautious optimism on an Ar
gentine "economic miracle." It is my 
hope that President Alfonsin can 
avoid the political, social, and econom
ic land mines in order to be able to see 
his program take hold and improve 
the prospects for Argentina's future. 

It is my hope that this amendment 
in some small way can aid President 
Alfonsin, President Sarney, President 
De la Madrid, and other Latin leaders 
in their efforts to turn their econo
mies around. It is also my purpose to 
remind us in this Nation that the crisis 
affects our interests as well. 

MIRACLE? IN ARGENTINA? 

<By William D. Rogers> 
Miracle? In Argentina? A country headed, 

straight for economic self-destruction a few 
weeks ago, where the value of money was 
going down so fast that by year end it would 
have been worth less than a tenth of its 
value at the beginning of 1985? Yes, the Al
fonsin shock treatment announced on June 
13 may quite possibly prove an authenic 
modern miracle. 

The Argentine president imposed: 
Tight price and wage controls. Both wages 

and prices had been going up 1,000 percent 
a year the day before the new plan was an
nounced. 

Deindexation, in a nation where every
thing was indexed to the inflation rate. 

A new currency pegged to the American 
dollar. At $1.25, it replaces the old peso that 
had been worth a tenth of a cent. 

A balanced government budget. The defi
cit had been exploding, paid for by rolling 
the printing presses. 

When it announced the new program, the 
government held its breath, and closed the 
banks. When the banks finally reopened a 
week later, the lines of waiting customers 
stretched out for blocks. One high official 
on his way to the office in the early morn
ing thought that the nation was in a finan
cial panic. He came to realize a few hours 
later that the public reaction was wildly en
thusiastic. Instead of withdrawing their 
money, people were renewing deposits and 
taking dollars out of the mattress to buy the 
new Argentine austral. 

Reserves began to build. Watch commit
tees were organized by school districts to 
monitor prices and bring pressure on retail 
stores to maintain the freeze. Businessmen 
joined in the support. Trade union leaders 
welcomed the possibility that the nation 
might get off the inflation roller coaster. 
The shock program had the enthusiastic 
backing of four out of every five Argentines. 

I arrived in Argentina the day banks re
opened, intent on running my own private 
opinion poll. The first stranger I talked to 
was a down-at-the-heels parking lot attend
ant. He had seen economic reforms come 
and go. "I believe in this plan," he said. 
"For the first time, we have a president who 
wants to lead and a program that could 
work. All the people of Argentina feel the 
same way. Of course, in the end, it depends 
on God. And God has a lot of things on his 
mind right now." 

I found the same sentiments all across the 
spectrum of Argentine life-political figures, 
businessmen, trade union leaders, bankers. 
Women were particularly supportive. They 
concluded that the program might let them 
regain control of their household economic 
destinies. 

In short, the shock treatment passed its 
first test with flying colors. But the next 
will be difficult-to persuade the people 
that the government really means to bal
ance the budget. Argentines are financial 
wizards; they have had to be to survive. And 
they know that the minute the government 
begins to print money again, all bets are off 
and Argentina is on the way once more to 
world-record inflation. 

There is a widespread hope, however, that 
the Alfonsin administration has done its 
sums and will be able to finance its reduced 
expenditures with existing and new reve
nues. It also looks to be ready to restructure 
the economy, divesting itself of some of the 
loss-making public-sector enterprise and of
fering new and more favorable oil contracts 
to foreign investors. 

Argentina's policies give Alfonsin some 
running room. His personal popularity has 
soared since the shock treatment began. 
The opposition Peronist Party is split. And 
the mighty General Confederation of Labor, 
historically Latin America's most militant 
trade union, now has new leadership com
mitted to democracy and persuaded that 
democratic institutions and the interest of 
working people both depend on stopping in
flation and starting growth. It is even con
ceivable that the government, the unions 
and business can fashion a break-through 
deal in which organized labor would agree 
to a freeze in wage demands in exchange for 
the maintenance of employment during a 
year or two of adjustment. 

Paradoxically, Alfonsin's most serious op
position may be in his own party, the Radi
cals. The technocrats who stitched the new 
plan together, and who are responsible for 
its remarkable initial political acceptance, 
are not party hacks. The established Radi
cal Party "leadership, which has grown old 
playing traditional Argentine politics, dis
trusts them and their success. Many Argen
tines are persuaded that Alfonsin must iso
late them if he is to succeed in carrying his 
program through the next difficult stages. 

And the program is in for some rough 
days ahead. Wage controls and price freezes 
are difficult enough in the best of circum
stances. Capital movements can overwhelm 
fixed exchange rates. So the technocrats 
know that they will have to manage a deli
cate transition and maintain a high level of 
public confidence at the same time. They 
also know that that happy day is not yet 
here when inflationary expectations are 
squeezed out of the system, new foreign in
vestment rolls in, growth takes off, jobs 
multiply and a rigid and uncompetitive 
economy shakes itself into world-class effi
ciency. 

Yet, it would be a mistake to bet against 
this miracle. So far, not many Argentines 
are. There is a widespread sense of cautious 
hope. A nation, tested by a humiliating mili
tary defeat in 1982 and an anguishing lurch 
from authoritarianism to democracy in 
1983, and which, by putting its own former 
military leaders on public trial, is now 
coming to terms with the human rights 
atrocities of the past decade, is facing up to 
yet another national challenge. 

If the miracle comes to pass, the conse
quences will be felt far beyond Argentina. 
The cause of democracy in the hemisphere 
will have received a real lift. And Alfonsin 
will have proved that fighting inflation and 
turning an economy inside out, even in the 
midst of an international debt crisis, is good 
poUtics in Latin America-if a nation comes 
to believe that the hardship is fairly shared 
and that there is hope around the corner. 

Mr. Chairman, one last point, I 
would like to take special note of the 
economic situation in Ecuador. The 
government of that nation, led by 
President Leon Febres Cordero, has 
made real progress in encouraging new 
investment. It has also managed to 
successfully reschedule its foreign 
debt. In short, Ecuador has managed 
to avoid many of the pitfalls of other 
Latin nations by adopting a sound 
fiscal policy. 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARCIA. I yield to the gentle
man from Maryland. 
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Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, I agree 

with the gentleman that Ecuador has 
managed to avoid some of the prob
lems that its neighbors have had in 
trying to handle their economic diffi
culties, but too often a government 
will adopt austerity programs that de
spite all good intentions, will cause 
social unrest at home. Is that the case 
with Ecuador? 

Mr. GARCIA. The gentleman raises 
a good point, I recently had an oppor
tunity to speak with the Ecuadoran Fi
nance Minister and Ambassador to the 
United States. They both assured me 
that economic stability was not going 
to be achieved at the expense of the 
poor in Ecuador. In fact, they said 
quite the contrary, that the present 
administration in Ecuador realizes 
that real prosperity is only possible if 
it benefits all sectors of society. 

Nonetheless, Ecuador resumed eco
nomic growth last year at a rate of 
about 3 percent. The growth rate for 
this year is expected to be 2.5 percent. 
Last year, its inflation rate was about 
24 percent; it is expected to decrease 
to about 20 percent this year. This is 
noteworthy when you compare it to 
the inflation rate of other Latin na
tions. 

Fortunately, Ecuador has a stable 
political situation. It has no insurgen
cy problem to speak of; it has a solid 
human rights record; and it does not 
have a problem with drug trafficking. 
Ecuador has been able to revitalize its 
economy while maintaining a commit
ment to democracy. 

Ecuador, however, needs our help. 
The committee reported bill includes 
economic support funds for Ecuador. I 
believe that figure is $15 million for 
fiscal years 1986 and 1987. It is my 
hope that Ecuador can get more ESF 
either by reprogramming money for 
fiscal year 1985 or through an out
right increase for fiscal years 1986 and 
1987. I realize that the distinguished 
chairman of the committee has tried 
to keep spending at a manageable 
level, and I support his efforts. I am, 
therefore, not suggesting that we in
crease the total for ESF, only that Ec
uador, if possible, be given a larger 
share. It would certainly be money 
well spent. 

Mr. BARNES. If the gentleman will 
yield again, the gentleman has made 
an important point. Ecuador has set 
itself apart from other Latin nations 
in its efforts to achieve economic sta
bility. Ecuador does deserve our help. 
This is an opportunity for us to help 
turn Ecuador into a Latin American 
success story. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARCIA. I yield to my col
league, the gentleman from California. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, Ecuador, under its new tO
month-old Presidency of Leon Febres
Cordero, has quickly become a formi-

dable example in the region for re
sponsible development, political stabil
ity, and human rights. 

Development: Febres Cordero's ener
getic programs to stimulate private en
terprise in Ecuador and lessen the bur
densome role of government are un
paralleled in the region, and is being 
called "Reaganomics in Quito" by 
Forbes Magazine. A U.S.-educated 
businessman and multimillionaire, 
Febres has moved swiftly to lower 
taxes, eliminate production subsidies, 
agricultural price controls, address 
their foreign debt by biting the bullet 
responsibility, and getting government 
out of the free market in an unprece
dented way. 

Political Stability: Ecuador has been 
a functioning multiparty democracy 
since 1979, when constitutional gov
ernment was restored after 7 years of 
military rule. Its 1984 elections were 
widely accepted as representative of 
the popular will. 

Human Rights: Since its return to 
democracy, the Government of Ecua
dor has vigorously upheld the princi
ples of representative rule and respect 
for civil liberties established in the 
Constitution and international human 
rights organizations have praised Ec
uador for its achievements. There 
were no substantiated cases of major 
human rights violations in 1984, ac
cording to the latest State Depart
ment reports. 

Ecuador must be stimulated to con
tinue on its present course set by 
President Febres Cordero, for it 
cannot accomplish its great objectives 
alone. 

The United States must provide 
more help to Ecuador than originally 
planned to help promote its develop
ment as a shining example of what en
lightened and responsible democratic 
rule can achieve in Latin America. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
GARCIA] has expired. 

<On request of Mr. GILMAN, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. GARCIA was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARCIA. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to commend the gentleman and I sup
port his amendment. 

I want to say that the probusiness 
conservative administration of Presi
dent Leon Febres-Cordero inaugurated 
in August 1984 has moved vigorously 
to reverse a policy of prior administra
tions in Ecuador of not placing drug 
interdiction on a high priority, accord
ing to our DEA and State Department 
reports. We should commend Ecuador 
for moving in the right direction in 
trying to stamp out narcotics produc
tion and narcotics trafficking in that 
country. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New York [Mr. GARCIA]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, it had been my inten

tion to introduce another amendment 
praising the Governor of Puerto Rico 
for his efforts to revitalize the Carib
bean Basin Initiative, but I have decid
ed not to do so because there is a ques
tion of germaneness. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARCIA. I am happy to yield to 
my friend from New York. 

Mr. GILMAN. I am curious about 
the Governor's plan. Would the gen
tleman explain it further? 

Mr. GARCIA. I would be happy to, 
and I thank the gentleman for asking. 
In his inaugural address last January, 
Gov. Rafael Hernandez Colon of 
Puerto Rico announced an innovative 
plan that would give the Caribbean 
Basin Initiative a much needed shot in 
the arm, as well as help to Puerto 
Rico's economy. 

He intends to achieve this by making 
available a portion of corporate funds 
accumulated by utilizing section 936 of 
the Internal Revenue Code. 

Section 936 is a tax break which per
mits U.S. mainland corporations to 
earn tax-free profits from their Puerto 
Rican-based affiliates. In addition, 
most of these corporations often de
posit their 936 earnings in Puerto 
Rican banks which reduces the toll
gate tax that would otherwise be 
levied on the repatriation of these 
profits to the mainland. 

As of last September, there were $6.7 
billion in deposits in Puerto Rican 
banks as a result of this program. The 
depository banks under Puerto Rican 
law are required to redeposit 10 per
cent of these funds in the Puerto 
Rican Development Bank. The Gover
nor of Puerto Rico intends to make 
these funds available on a concession
ary basis to Puerto Rican companies 
willing to set up twin plants in Puerto 
Rico and Caribbean Basin nations. 

The twin-plant concept is fairly 
simple: A corporation would begin 
manufacturing a product in a CBI 
nation-the labor-intensive portion of 
that product-and complete the proc
ess in Puerto Rico-the capital-inten
sive or more technical part of the 
manufacturing process. At least 20 
percent of the value of the product 
must come from Puerto Rican plants. 

The Governor's plan is not com
pletely new. A similar program is al
ready being used by the Japanese. 
They have actively develop a manufac
turing process that emphasizes cap
ital-intensive or higher-value-added 
manufacturing. The Japanese farm 
out the labor-intensive portion of the 
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process to other nations in the region 
which are better equipped to produce 
that part of the product. 

The CBI was developed on two basic 
principles: duty-free access to U.S. 
markets and tax incentives. While the 
duty-free access was written into the 
original legislation-nations get duty
free access to U.S. markets-the tax 
incentives have never materialized. By 
using 936 related funds, tax incen
tives-that is, investment incentives
would finally become a part of the 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
GARCIA] has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. GARCIA 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
BEREUTER]. 

Mr. BEREUTER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding, and in closing I 
would simply reiterate that I do hope 
the Congress will take a clue from the 
gentleman's presentation here and 

CPl. . . from his previous presentation on this 
The Governor deserve~ praise for his · vital tax matter. The Congress should 

plan. He rightl? considers devel?P- commend the Governor of Puerto Rico 
men~ of the priva:t~ sector as b~mg for his leadership and for implement
cruCial to t~e stabihty. of th~ n~t10ns ing a very innovative idea. It should 
of the Caribb~an Basm. ~his IS not also begin to work this concept into 
merely a tax Issue or an mvestment the proper legislative framework. I 
issue. It !s a foreign. policy concern. ,I thank the gentleman from New York 
am convmced that If the Governor s for his initiative in bringing this 
plan is put. in~o effect that we. woul~ matter to the attention of this body. 
see the beginnmg of an economic revi- Mr. GARCIA. I thank the gentle-
talization of the Caribbean. man. 

One final point. I will be sending 
around a "Dear Colleague" letter 
shortly asking Members to sign on to a 
letter to President Reagan, requesting 
his support for Gov. Hernandez 
Colon's proposal. 

Mr. GILMAN. I commend the gen
tleman for bringing to our attention 
this innovative plan from the Gover
nor of Puerto Rico. It is certainly an 
idea worth considering, and the Gover
nor is worthy of praise for putting 
forth such an idea. 

D 1730 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARCIA. I yield to the gentle
man from Nebraska. 

Mr. BEREUTER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I, too, commend the 
gentleman for bringing this matter to 
our attention, and he has done so 
before through his comments recorded 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. I think 
the gentleman's interest in adding this 
proposed amendment to this proposed 
legislation is most commendable. The 
Governor and other political leader
ship of Puerto Rico deserve to be com
mended too for their innovative ac
tions which precipitated the gentle
man's draft amendment. 

The "twin-plant" or the "paired
plant" concept previously described by 
the colloquy of the two gentlemen 
from New York can indeed bring great 
benefit to the Caribbean Basin and 
help the United States implement the 
Caribbean Basin Initiative. It also ben
efits Puerto Rico and thus makes the 
CBI more acceptable to Puerto Ricans. 
I hope that Congress will take a clue 
on this tax matter from the presenta
tion that the gentleman has made and 
thus protect the Puerto Rican econo
my. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I 
was unfortunately delayed during a 
Banking Committee markup and was 
not here for the debate on the Mineta 
amendment, and Mr. FASCELL's and 
Mr. BROOMFIELD'S activities on the ter
rorist question. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent to have my remarks inserted into 
the RECORD immediately following Mr. 
BROOMFIELD'S statement. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to com

mend the gentlewoman for her efforts 
and her cooperation in working on 
that legislation which was adopted. 
We recognize the fact that we are all 
too busy around here. I am sorry the 
gentlewoman got tied up in the 
markup on the other bill and I wish 
you had been here. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FASCELL. I yield to the gentle
woman from New Jersey. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. I would say to the 
gentleman that it was unavoidable but 
I do appreciate the efforts of the 
chairman and the ranking member to 
bring this very important matter to 
our attention. I thank the gentleman 
very much. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BEREUTER 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BEREUTER: 

Page 115, after line 17, insert the ~ollowing 
new section: 
SEC. 722. ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE FOR URUGUAY. 

Of the amounts authorized to be appropri
ated to carry out chapter 4 of part II of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 <relating to 

the economic support fund>, $15,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1986 and $15,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1987 shall be available only for Uru
guay. 

Mr .. BEREUTER (during the read
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be con
sidered as· read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, 

this amendment would earmark $15 
million in economic support funds for 
fiscal year 1986 and $15 million for 
fiscal year 1987 for the nation of Uru
guay. Democracy is restored at times 
with difficulty. 

Uruguay has returned to its demo
cratic political tradition after more 
than a decade of military rule. Since 
then President Julio Sanguinetti has 
accepted with elan the challenge of 
governing without a majority in Con
gress and proving to a brooding mili
tary, an economically depressed gener
al populace, and a world class left that 
democracy works. 

DEMOCRACY RESTORED WITH DIFFICULTY 

Last August the leftist coalition 
Broad Front joined Uruguay's tradi
tional governing party, the Colorados, 
in negotiating with the military a 
transition accord that paved the way 
for democratic elections. 

DEMOCRACY IS AN ECONOMIC EQUATION 

The reconsolidation of democracy in 
Uruguay depends on President San
guinetti's ability to reverse the coun
try's downward spiral of economic de
cline and debt. Since 1982 the econo
my has contracted 15 percent and real 
per capita income has fallen 40 per
cent· unemployment has risen from 6 
perc~nt to 15 percent, and inflation is 
running at more than 70 percent. Re
covery efforts are hampered by eco
nomic crises in Argentina and Brazil, 
Uruguay's major trading partners, and 
by widespread protectionism abroad 
affeoting the country's main exports: 
Woolen textiles, leather goods, dairy 
products, and meat. The country's 
$3.67 billion external debt equals 71 
percent of its gross domestic product. 
President Sanguinetti has called for 
hard work and patience in order to get 
Uruguay's economic house in order, 
but he has also made clear the country 
needs a little help from its friends
the democratic ones. 

ECONOMIC DECLINE 

Economy has contracted 15 percent 
and real income has fallen 40 percent 
in last 3 years; unemployment is 15 
percent, more than double 1981 figure; 
inflation [CPIJ is 66 percent. 

DEBT 

According to the IMF, external debt 
burden is $3.67 billion. The debt 
equals 71 percent of the GDP; debt 
service ratio is 47 percent. The coun-
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try's per capita external debt <$1,300) 
is among region's highest. 

The April1983 2-year standby agree
ment with the International Monetary 
Fund was suspended in February 1984 
for failure to meet targets for public 
sector deficit and inflation. However, 
in June 1985, Uruguay initiated a draft 
agreement with the IMF. Adjustment 
efforts have included depreciation of 
the peso, reduced government spend
ing, and increased government reve
nues. Recovery efforts have been ham
pered by economic crises in Argentina 
and Brazil, Uruguay's major trading 
partners, and by widespread protec
tionism abroad affecting country's 
main exports: textiles, leather goods, 
dairy products, meat, sugar. 

Now is the time, as Uruguay strug
gles to permanently return to its long 
democratic heritage to provide eco
nomic support assistance. They ask 
the United States for trade opportuni
ties and that is an appropriate empha
sis, but until the United States is able 
to make appropriate changes to en
courage reciprocal trade. I urge my 
colleagues to support this amendment 
and I would also encourage by these 
comments the Administrator of the 
Agency for International Development 
to use all available regional programs 
to assist Uruguay regardless of wheth
er the agency has personnel assigned 
to the country. 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEREUTER. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. BARNES. I just want to com
mend the gentleman for his amend
ment and say that on this side we are 
prepared to accept it and support it. 

Mr. BEREUTER. I thank the gentle
man from Maryland for his comments 
and for his continued leadership of 
the Western Hemisphere Subcommit
tee. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEREUTER. I yield to the dis
tinguished gentleman from California 
the ranking minority member of the 
Western Hemisphere Subcommittee. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I have dis
cussed the amendment with the gen
tleman in the well and I strongly sup
port it and urge my colleagues to 
accept it on behalf of the minority. 

Mr. BEREUTER. I thank my col
leagues for their support on this 
amendment and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CONYERS 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CoNYERs: Page 

83, strike out line 6 and all that follows 
through line 20 on page 85 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

(a) PROHIBITION ON MILITARY ASSIST· 
ANCE.-All military assistance for El Salva
dor shall be suspended until the President 
determines and reports to the Congress, and 
the Congress enacts a joint resolution agree
ing, that-

< 1) the Government of El Salvador has 
made sufficient progress in prosecuting 
those responsible for the more than 45,000 
murders that have occurred during the five 
years preceding the enactment of this Act; 

(2) the Government of El Salvador has 
made sufficient progress in carrying out all 
titles of the land reform program; and 

(3) the Government of El Salvador, and 
the Salvadoran military, have agreed to 
pursue a negotiated settlement with the 
armed opposition based on safe and free 
elections. 

Page 85, line 21, strike out "(e)" and insert 
in lieu thereof "(b)''; page 86, line 13, strike 
out "(f)" and insert in lieu thereof "(c)"; 
page 88, line 9, strike out "(g)" and insert in 
lieu thereof "(d)"; and page 88, line 14, 
strike out "(h)'' and insert in lieu thereof 
"(e)". 

Mr. SMITH of Florida <during the 
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani
mous consent that the amendment be 
considered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, this 

is a very simple and straightforward 
addition to title VII. I rise to offer an 
amendment to strike all military aid to 
the Government oi El Salvador, but 
only until such time as the President 
determines on the basis of a State De
partment recommendation, and Con
gress certifies by a joint congressional 
resolution, that the following three 
provisions have been complied with. 

First, that sufficient progress has 
been made in bringing justice to those 
responsible for the more than 50,000 
murders that have occurred in El Sal
vador over the past 5 years. In particu
lar, that verdicts have been obtained 
in cases related to murders by the 
military ' and death squads. 

Second, that sufficient progress has 
been made in carrying out titles of the 
agrarian reform which have been put 
in indefinite abeyance. 

Third, the government and military 
have agreed to pursue a negotiated 
settlement with the armed opposition 
based on safe and free elections. 

Over the past 5 years, our adminis
tration has spent over $1.7 billion to 
prop up the El Salvadoran Govern
ment and military. 
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The pathetic results are these: First, 

50,000 people, mostly civilians, have 
been brutally murdered, mostly by the 
military, according to our own intelli
gence sources, the human rights moni
toring agencies of the archdiocese of 
San Salvador and independent jour
nalists. 

Women have been raped and killed 
and villages have been plundered. Yet 

in almost none of these instances have 
there been successful prosecutions, 
with the single exception of the Amer
ican nuns. 

Additionally, unemployment has 
climbed by over 40 percent and now 
there is widespread documentation 
that the military has resorted to indis
criminate aerial bombings of civilian 
townships, as well as forced relocation 
of civilians in contested areas. 

The ranks of Salvadoran revolution
aries, the guerrillas, have grown to 
over 10,000, and who now may control 
as much as a third of the land. Fur
ther, the State Department still 
cannot point to definitively credible 
evidence that the Salvadoran revolu
tionaries are receiving significant out
side or external support. 

In El Salvador there is no opposition 
press to censor. In a landmark book on 
American foreign policy in Central 
America, Raymond Bonner, the 
former Central American correspond
ent for the New York Times, has clear
ly documented opposition journalists 
in El Salvador to have been routinely 
murdered and their newspapers 
bombed into silence. 

The editor-in-chief and photograph 
of La Cronica were seized midday in a 
downtown coffee shop. Their bodies, 
hacked by machetes, were found a few 
days later. 

El Independentia, another new
paper, was closed after repeated bomb
ings of its offices and assassination at
tempts on the publisher. 

Over the past 5 years in El Salvador, 
at least 16 priests and nuns, including 
Archbishop Romero, were killed by 
soldiers or death squads. No justice 
has ever been brought for any of 
these. 

In 1983 in El Salvador an average of 
140 people were killed by military or 
paramilitary units, and 39 people dis
appeared each month, according to 
State Department figures, which are 
lower than those of many human 
rights groups. The figures may have 
dropped a little since then, but not 
much. 

Over the past· 5 years in El Salvador, 
opposition politicians have been tor
tured and murdered. The main opposi
tion candidate, Guillermo Ungo, was 
warned by the U.S. Embassy to cam
paign by videotape from abroad be
cause his safety could not be guaran
teed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CoN
YERS] has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. CoN
YERS was allowed to proceed for 5 addi
tional minutes.) 

Mr. CONYERS. Today, a secret war 
is taking place in El Salvador. In U.S.
supplied aircraft, pilots dropped 500-
pound bombs, 750-pound antiperson
nel bombs, as well as napalm and U.S.-
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supplied white phosphorus on the ci
vilian population in the countryside. 

The Catholic Archdiocese in San 
Salvador says that the U.S.-supplied 
AC-47 gunships, aircraft, the most 
powerful weaponry in use anywhere in 
Central America, are in use against ci
vilians in El Salvador. 

Last March, America's Watch, the 
international human rights organiza
tion, reported that thousands of non
combatants are being killed by indis
criminate attacks by bombardments in 
the air, shelling and ground sweeps. 
Our own American citizens have gone 
there and made reports. 

Despite all of that United States fi
nancial military equipment, we are no 
closer to a negotiated solution to the 
civil war in El Salvador than we were 5 
years ago. President Duarte's inability 
to bring judicial oversight to the mili
tary clearly indicates that the military 
is still in control, notwithstanding his 
good intentions, a military which, ac
cording to even our own State Depart
ment figures, has been far more brutal 
by any objective standard than the 
military of any other country in Cen
tral America. 

So I think it is inappropriate to state 
that the Salvadoran guerrillas are 
puppets of a foreign government. But 
that is not the debate at the moment. 
They are clearly, in my judgment, 
from the reports and intelligence that 
I rely on, an indigenous force fighting 
a military that has brutally murdered 
20,000 of its own people during the 
1980 Salvadoran elections, including 
five top leaders of the opposition. 

According to international human 
rights observers that monitored the 
1984 elections in El Salvador, includ
ing the International Lawyers Group 
for Human Rights, those elections, 
which were administered by the mili
tary, were determined to be far less 
democratic than the elections of Nica
ragua. As the primary supporter of the 
military in El Salvador, the United 
States is in a critical position to bring 
about justice for atrocities that have 
occurred, and prevent future occur
rences, by urging a negotiated solution 
to the civil conflict. Maybe we should 
continue to urge a negotiated solution. 

So I ask that this amendment, which 
merely provides that all military as
sistance to El Salvador be suspended 
until we have a Presidential report 
and a joint resolution from Congress 
requiring a finding that the Govern
ment of El Salvador has made suffi
cient progress in prosecuting some of 
those murders, I would move that we 
suspend military assistance until that 
time. 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 
my friend, the distinguished gentle
man from Michigan, for his concern 
about the situation in El Salvador and 

the terrible tragedy that that country 
has gone through in recent years. 

The gentleman is absolutely correct 
as he describes the literally tens of 
thousands of innocent civilians who 
have died at the hands of the left and 
the right and the death squads in El 
Salvador. It is a genuinely terrible sit
uation and the gentleman's concern is 
eloquently expressed in the speech 
that he just gave and in the amend
ment that he brings to the committee. 

Let me just say that the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs, both at the sub
committee level and in the full com
mittee, addressed, as we felt appropri
ate, the concerns that the gentleman 
raises this afternoon. Specifically, the 
gentleman, in his amendment, is con
cerned about progress in prosecuting 
those responsible for the tens of thou
sands of· murders that have occurred 
over the past years in El Salvador. The 
amendment also expresses the concern 
about progress in carrying out the 
land reform program and seeking a ne
gotiated settlement to the armed con
flict in that country. 

In the committee's bill which we 
brought to the floor, all three of those 
issues are addressed. We feel they are 
addressed in a manner that is more ap
propriate than a suspension of mili
tary assistance at this time. My own 
personal view is that a suspension of 
military assistance to El Salvador at 
this time would be a mistake, recogniz
ing the very legitimate concerns that 
the gentleman from Michigan has 
raised about the tragic history of the 
conflict in El Salvador, both internally 
and the international elements of it. 
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So the Committee, Mr. Chairman, 

would feel constrained to oppose the 
amendment and urge Members to vote 
in opposition to this amendment. We 
feel, as I indicated, that the bill that is 
on the floor r~ddresses these concerns 
in the appropriate way and will raise 
the necessary action by the Reagan 
administration and by the governmen
tal authorities in El Salvador. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARNES. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to thank my colleague, the gen
tleman from Maryland, for yielding. 

First of all, this language to which 
the gentleman refers has been in the 
foreign aid packages for a number of 
years, and it is during this time that 
these unresolved murders continue to 
pile up. So as one who supported that 
proposition and that method of solu
tion for a number of years. I really 
cannot in good faith and in any kind 
of reality continue to do that on the 
basis that something is going to 
happen. I just do not think it has 
worked thus far, and that is why I am 
proposing that we make this solution. 

Now, this solution is not as draconi
an as someone might be led to believe. 
All they have to do is start to do some
thing about it. It is not that we are 
placing an impossible burden upon 
them. It is not that we are asking 
them to do something that would re
quire months of not receiving military 
aid. All I am saying is that they should 
show some good-faith evidence of deal
ing with the resolution of the problem. 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, I 
would only say to the gentleman that 
the langugae that is in the bill has not 
been in the law or nothing like it has 
been in the law since the President 
vetoed the certification process about 
a year and a half ago. But even in that 
interim and, I believe, as a result of 
some of the actions that the Congress 
took previously, there has been some 
action on the specific items that the 
gentleman mentioned. I wish there 
had been a lot more. 

But the gentleman's amendment 
specifically calls upon the Salvadoran 
Government to pursue a negotiated 
settlement with the armed opposition 
based on safe and free elections. Well, 
that is the stated policy of the Gov
ernment of El Salvador, and in fact 
meetings have taken place to pursue 
that. Not as much progress has been 
made as the gentleman would like or 
that I would like, but in fact we have 
seen some progress in that area. 

The Government of El Salvador is 
very much committed to the land 
reform program. I had the opportuni
ty recently, as other Members did, to 
talk with President Duarte. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
BARNES] has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. BARNES 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, as I 
say, I had the opportunity recently, as 
others did, to talk to President Duarte, 
and he reiterated his strong commit
ment to that program. He has also 
asked us for assistance in helping with 
the prosecution of people responsible 
for the murders, and such assistance is 
included in the legislation. 

So I would say to the gentleman 
that I share his concerns. I think the 
committee did, too. I think it is reflect
ed in the bill we have before us, and I 
unfortunately cannot support the gen
tleman's amendment on that basis. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, will 
my colleague, the gentleman from 
Maryland, yield further? 

Mr. BARNES. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
have just run out of patience and for
bearance. We are talking about 50,000 
murders, and we are about to send a 
quarter of a billion dollars down there, 
and the only resolution of any of the 
death squad murders that I know 
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about-and it really took a lot of us to 
do it-was on the several nuns for 
whom they finally had a trial and 
picked up the military people in that 
regard. 

I am not trying to hurt El Salvador. 
I am trying to move them out of this 
barbaric state to which either wit
tingly or unwittingly our military as
sistance is being misused. We have an 
aerial war going on down there right 
at this moment that is being reported 
regularly by our State Department in 
terms of the number of strikes and the 
number of places and villages hit. We 
are sustaining a war against their citi
zens. This is not against the guerrillas, 
the revolutionaries or whomever; it is 
against their own citizens, and it is our 
equipment. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I think that that 
can be repaired, and I can see no way 
that the language presently in the bill 
would do that short of this amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
BARNES) has again expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. BARNES 
was allowed to proceed for 30 addition
al seconds.) 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, the 
committee's approach is to require 
that the President report to the Con
gress on the actions that are taken, 
and then consideration would be given 
to termination of military assistance. 
The gentleman's approach is to termi
nate it now, suspend it now, and re
quire that action be taken. 

Members can make their own judg
ment about which approach to sup
port, but the committee believes that 
the approach we have proposed is the 
appropriate mechanism to use. It is 
not supported by some Members who 
believe it is too strong. So we find our
selves somewhat in the middle. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge rejection of 
the gentleman's amendment. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words, and I rise in opposi
tion to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I will not take a lot 
of time. I think that the gentleman's 
amendment, while no doubt well in
tended by him, comes probably 5 years 
too late and certainly 1 year too late. 
A lot has happened in the last year in 
El Salvador. 

There have been three elections. I 
was there for two of them, and con
trary to what the gentleman reported, 
every official observer, including the 
majority leader, Mr. WRIGHT, who was 
there and observed those elections 
came back and reported that they 
were free and fair and conducted in a 
proper way. There was another elec
tion this year, and the same reports 
were made about it. 

Calling for certification, as the gen
tleman's amendment does, is a step 
back from the language in the con-
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tinuing resolution we are operating 
under right now. It also implies-in 
fact, I can use a stronger word than 
that-it positively states a lack of con
fidence in President Duarte and also a 
belief that things have not improved 
in El Salvador. For the House to act in 
a way that we are called on to do fol
lowing another successfully carried 
out election last March could only be 
considered a slap in the face for Presi
dent Duarte and all those who are 
seeking to carry out the democratic 
process in that country. 

In March the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. DEWINE] and I spoke with Presi
dent Duarte in El Salvador, and he 
emphasized that he was just as con
cerned as the Congress in strengthen
ing democracy in El Salvador and in 
improving the human rights condi
tions for his own people; he urged us 
to give him a chance. He said, "Don't 
go over my head and tell my generals 
what to do. Tell me what to do, and I 
will tell the generals what to do." 

When we consider all that he has at
tempted and what he has accom
plished in his first year, it is entirely 
appropriate to demonstrate our confi
dence in him by maintaining the re
porting requirements contained in the 
bill. 

As the chairman of the subcommit
tee knows, I think even they go too 
far, but it is certainly better than 
what is being proposed in this amend
ment. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I will yield 
when I finish my statement. 

We talked with the representative of 
the archbishop when we were in El 
Salvador, and we asked him about 
military assistance. He said that as 
long as the Nicaraguans and the 
Cubans are furnishing assistance to 
the guerrillas in El Salvador, we in the 
United States should do the same 
thing, that is, furnish military assist
ance. We asked, "Are they, the Nicara
guans and Cubans furnishing that as
sistance?" And he said, "Yes, they 
are." 

The gentleman, Mr. CONYERS, said 
that the elections in Nicaragua were 
freer and fairer than the elections in 
El Salvador. There may be a few 
people who believe that, but not very 
many. 

One of the problems that exists in 
El Salvador is the question of the 
economy. It is true throughout Cen
tral America and Latin America as 
well, as we have heard earlier this 
afternoon. The private enterprise 
sector in El Salvador is working with 
the President to bring about economic 
reform and economic progress in that 
country, and they seem to be quite 
well satisfied with what the President 
is trying to do. He is working with 
them, and they are working with him. 

I think, in short, Mr. Chairman, that 
the situation has improved dramatical
ly, especially in the last year, and it 
would be a terrible step backward and 
we would be turning our backs on one 
of the true success stories in this 
hemisphere if we were to accept this 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to defeat the amendment. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, will 
my colleague, the gentleman from 
California, yield? 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I yield to the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman was there at the election 
last year? 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Yes, I was. 
Mr. CONYERS. Then the gentleman 

must surely know that the main oppo
sition candidate, Ungo, was not even in 
the country. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. The main op
position candidate had a chance to 
compete and chose not to. 

Mr. CONYERS. Maybe the gentle
man has not been reading the same 
U.S. State Department briefs that I 
have been reading. They urged him to 
campaign by videotape from abroad 
because his safety could not be guar
anteed. Does the gentleman not re
member that? 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, if I may reclaim my time, he did 
not even enter the contest at all. He 
had been asked to do that. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge a "no" vote on 
the amendment, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 
• Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Conyers amendment. 

Year after year, this body has voted 
to give military aid to El Salvador only 
if that country abides by internation
ally recognized human rights stand
ards, implements meaningful land re
forms, and pursues a negotiated settle
ment with the armed opposition. And 
year after year, the President has told 
this body how much things have im
proved in El Salvador. After 5 years of 
these alleged improvements, one 
might be led to think all of El Salva
dor's troubles are over. 

But what has actually happened? 
The Salvadoran Air Force indiscrimi
nately drops 500- and 750-pound anti
personnel bombs, napalm, and U.S.
supplied white phosphorus on the ci
vilian population in rebel-held areas. 
How does that protect human rights? 

El Salvador today is a broken coun
try. More than 1 million Salvadorans 
are refugees inside or outside their 
country. Unemployment hovers at an 
unbelievable 40 percent. 

The time has come to demand that 
the policies this body has voted for 
over and over be put into effect. The 
time has come to insist that the Salva
doran Government bring the notori
ous death squads to justice. The time 
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has come to tell the Salvadoran lead
ers that the United States will no 
longer bankroll their military unless 
there is meaningful progress in human 
rights, land reform, and peace negotia
tions 

The Conyers amendment would not 
establish a new policy toward El Salva
dor. Rather, by having Congress join 
the President in the certification proc
ess, it would finally give some meaning 
to the policies this body has repeated
ly voted for year after year. The time 
has come for this body to have the 
courage of its convictions and put 
some teeth into the certification proc
ess. I urge you to vote for the Conyers 
amendment.e 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Michigan [Mr. CoNYERS]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 4 7, noes 
375, not voting 11, as follows: 

Addabbo 
Akaka 
AuCoin 
Bates 
Bonior<MI> 
Boxer 
Brown<CA> 
Clay 
Collins 
Conyers 
Crockett 
Dellums 
Dixon 
Dymally 
Early 
Edwards <CA> 

Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Bad ham 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bedell 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner<TN> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 

[Roll No. 2171 
AYES-47 

Evans <IL> 
Ford <TN> 
Garcia 
Gonzalez 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Jacobs 
Kastenmeier 
Levine <CA> 
Lowry<WA> 
Markey 
Mitchell 
Moody 
Oakar 
Owens 
Panetta 

NOES-375 
Boulter 
Breaux 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Broyhill 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton <CA> 
Burton <IN> 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Carney 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chappell 
Chap pie 
Cheney 
Clinger 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coelho 
Coleman <MO> 
Coleman <TX> 
Combest 
Conte 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne 
Craig 

Rangel 
Rodino 
Roe 
Roybal 
Savage 
Schroeder 
Seiberling 
StGermain 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Towns 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 

Crane 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Daschle 
Daub 
Davis 
de la Garza 
DeLay 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
DioGuardi 
Donnelly 
Dorgan <ND> 
Dornan<CA> 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dyson 
Eckart<OH> 
Eckert <NY> 
Edgar 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
English 
Erdreich 
Evans <IA> 
Fascell 
Fa well 

Fazio Lott 
Feighan Lowery <CA> 
Fiedler Lujan 
Fields Luken 
Fish Lundine 
Flippo Lungren 
Florio Mack 
Foglietta MacKay 
Foley Madigan 
Ford <MD Manton 
Fowler Marlenee 
Frank Martin <IL> 
Franklin Martin <NY> 
Frenzel Martinez 
Fuqua Matsui 
Gallo Mavroules 
Gejdenson Mazzoli 
Gekas McCain 
Gephardt McCandless 
Gibbons McCloskey 
Gilman McCollum 
Gingrich McCurdy 
Glickman McDade 
Goodling McEwen 
Gordon McGrath 
Gradison McHugh 
Gray <IL> McKernan 
Green McKinney 
Gregg McMillan 
Grotberg Meyers 
Guarini Mica 
Gunderson Michel 
Hall <OH> Mikulski 
Hall, Ralph Miller <CA> 
Hamilton Miller <OH> 
Hammerschmidt Miller <WA> 
Hansen Mineta 
Hartnett Moakley 
Hatcher Molinari 
Hendon Mollohan 
Henry Monson 
Hertel Montgomery 
Hiler Moore 
Hillis Moorhead 
Holt Morrison <CT> 
Hopkins Morrison <WA> 
Horton Mrazek 
Howard Murphy 
Hoyer Murtha 
Hubbard Myers 
Huckaby Natcher 
Hughes Neal 
Hunter Nelson 
Hutto Nichols 
Hyde Nielson 
Ireland Nowak 
Jeffords O 'Brien 
Jenkins Oberstar 
Johnson Obey 
Jones <OK> Olin 
Jones <TN> Ortiz 
Kanjorski Oxley 
Kasich Packard 
Kemp Parris 
Kennelly Pashayan 
Kildee Pease 
Kindness Penny 
Kleczka Pepper 
Kolbe Perkins 
Kolter Petri 
Kostmayer Pickle 
Kramer Porter 
LaFalce Price 
Lagomarsino Pursell 
Lantos Quillen 
Latta Rahall 
Leach <IA> Ray 
Leath <TX> Regula 
Lehman <CA> Reid 
Lehman <FL> Richardson 
Leland Ridge 
Lent Rinaldo 
Levin <MD Ritter 
Lewis <CA> Roberts 
Lewis <FL> Robinson 
Lightfoot Roemer 
Lipinski Rogers 
Livingston Rose 
Lloyd Rostenkowski 
Loeffler Roth 
Long Roukema 

Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Rudd 
Russo 
Sabo 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Siljander 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith <FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith <NE> 
Smith <NH> 
Smith<NJ> 
Smith, Denny 
Smith, Robert 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stangeland 
Stenholm 
Strang 
Stratton 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swift 
Swindall 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
VanderJagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walgren 
Walker 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weber 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young(AK> 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO) 
Zschau 

NOT VOTING-11 
Beilenson 
Brown<CO> 
Daniel 
Frost 

Gaydos 
Gray <PA> 
Hefner 
Heftel 

Jones <NC> 
Kaptur 
Thomas <CA> 

0 1810 
The Clerk announced the following 

pair: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Gray of Pennsylvania for, with Ms. 

Kaptur against. 
Mr. PETRI changed his vote from 

"aye" to "no." 
Mr. EARLY and Mr. GONZALEZ 

changed their votes from "no" to 
"aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ATKINS 

Mr. ATKINS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ATKINs: Page 

89, line 24, strike out "and" the second place 
it appears; and page 90, line 2, immediately 
after "rights" and before the period insert ", 
and <C> in respecting the internationally 
recognized human rights of its indigenous 
Indian population". 

Page 92, line 7, immediately after "coun
try" and before the comma insert "and to 
report on human rights abuses in that coun
try". 

0 1820 
Mr. ATKINS. Mr. Chairman, the 

purpose of this amendment is to make 
the human rights of Guatemala's in
digenous Indian population a central 
consideration in U.S. policy towards 
that country. The record of human 
rights abuses in Guatemala is long and 
truly dismal. Human rights groups es
timate that this country of 8 million 
has seen more than 100,000 of its 
people killed and almost 40,000 "disap
peared" over the past three decades. 
Amnesty International titled its Feb
ruary 1985 report on the human rights 
situation in Guatemala "Little Hope," 
and stated, "Guatemala remains a 
nation. of prisoners." 

Violations of human rights led to 
the interruption of U.S. military aid, 
as Congress insisted on making the aid 
conditional on progress on human 
rights, and Guatemala rejected aid 
that came with strings attached. From 
1977 until 1983, the United States pro
vided no military assistance to Guate
mala. A year ago, the administration 
requested $10.3 million in military as
sistance. Congress rejected the re
quest, but agreed to provide $300,000 
for training of military officers. 

The legislation before us takes a 
first tentative step toward resuming 
military assistance. Before the aid 
could flow, though, the committee 
would require the President to certify 
that certain conditions had been met, 
including the empowerment of a civil
ian Government and improvements in 
human rights protections in the coun
try. 

Those conditions are essential, be
cause Government-sanctioned violence 
and repression in Guatemala are not 
historical relics but daily occurrences. 
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Since the most brutal days of Lucas 
Garcia and Rios Montt, there have 
been reductions in the numbers of 
murders in the streets of Guatemala 
City. But two new forms of repression 
have emerged, targeted at the High
lands Indians and less visible to the 
international human rights communi
ty. 

Partly to facilitate its campaign 
against the guerrillas, and partly more 
to restrict cultural independence and 
diversity in the country, the Govern
ment has instituted a system of civil
ian patrols and model villages. The 
effect has been to crush the freedom 
of the indigenous Indian population 
and to force them to live in fear. 

There are two provisions of this 
amendment. The first would simply 
add a third condition to the provision 
of military aid, stating that the Gov
ernment of Guatemala must make 
demonstrated progress in respecting 
the internationally recognized human 
rights of its indigenous Indian popula
tion. 

The second part of the amendment 
addresses subsection (g), which calls 
upon the President to urge the Gov
ernment of Guatemala to permit the 
International Red Cross to investigate 
humanitarian needs in that country. 
My amendment would add human 
rights conditions to the scope of the 
Red Cross investigation. 

I believe this amendment is neces
sary to make the U.S. commitment to 
human rights in Guatemala complete. 
I urge its adoption. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ATKINS. I yield to the chair
man of the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs, the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
FASCELL]. 

Mr. FASCELL. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, we have no objection 
to the amendment on this side. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ATKINS. I yield to the gentle
man from California [Mr. LAGOMAR
SINO]. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, we have examined 
the amendment on this side and have 
no problem with it. It is interesting to 
note, I might add, that the majority 
membership of the Guatemalan Army 
is Indian. So I think they certainly 
recognize the problem. 

Mr. Chairman, I support the amend
ment of the gentleman from Massa
chusetts. 

Mr. ATKINS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Massachusetts [Mr. 
ATKINS]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. PEASE. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. Mr. Chairman, 

Americans have become complacent 
about energy, but the developing 
countries are still feeling the effects of 
the oil price increases of the past 
decade. These countries were unable 
to adapt as easily to the oil price 
shock. What was a period of difficult 
adjustment in the industrial West 
shook these weaker economies to their 
foundations. Since then, a severe 
worldwide recession, together with 
steadily worsening terms of trade for 
LDC's and mounting foreign debt to 
cover current account deficits, has 
made the importance of developing in
digenous energy supplies and increas
ing their productive use even more 
critical now than a decade ago. 

World oil prices have moderated in 
recent months, to be sure. But to most 
of the countries receiving U.S. devel
opment assistance, this temporary res
pite has provided little relief: 

They are still trying to adjust to the 
last round of price increases. Since 
1981, energy prices in local currencies 
have increased by 40 percent in Sudan 
and by 140 percent in Peru, a pattern 
which has been repeated in most of 
the others during this period, since 
the crisis ended. 

Despite some progress in developing 
indigenous energy supplies, three
quarters still rely on energy imports to 
meet 50 percent or more of their com
mercial energy needs. For Ecuador, 
Guatemala, and Senegal, to name a 
few, it is 90 percent or higher. 

Oil imports are contributing to grow
ing balance-of-payments problems. In 
Panama, 88 percent of export earnings 
in 1981 went to purchasing oil; it was 
70 percent for India, and 65 percent 
for Bangladesh. Over half of all AID 
recipients have severe trade problems 
due to energy imports. 

When the foreign debt position of 
some of these countries is taken into 
account, the issue becomes all the 
more urgent. In 1981, oil imports and 
debt service payments accounted for 
86 percent of Jamaica's merchandise 
exports, 102 percent of Morocco's and 
232 percent of Panama's. Altogether, 
60 percent of the merchandise export 
earnings of AID countries were devot
ed to oil imports and debt servicing 
alone. The problem has worsened 
since then. In Latin America, for ex
ample, two-thirds of the region's 
export earnings are now going to serv
ice foreign debt and this ratio is in
creasing. Much of this debt is being in
curred to finance unmanageable 
energy import bills. After adding 
energy import costs for current con
sumption needs virtually nothing re
mains to import essential foodstuffs, 
raw materials, and spare parts to keep 
industry going. 

Studies of developing countries show 
that for every percentage point in
crease in national income, energy con
sumption must grow by 1.3 percent. 
Without the ability to purchase 

energy abroad-and these facts indi
cate that it is a real and growing prob
lem in many-there will be large 
energy deficits. Without the energy, 
income growth will not occur. 

AID is especially concerned that this 
growth occur in the agricultural 
sector. The growing food crisis in 
Africa heightens awareness of agricul
ture's importance. However, energy 
plays a particularly crucial role in ag
ricultural development. To forestall 
continued famine in sub-Saharan 
Africa, the FAO has recommended 
that agricultural growth rates go from 
the present 2. 7 to 3. 7 percent. But this 
implies an increase in commercial 
energy use in agriculture of over 7 per
cent, since it has been shown that a 2-
percent increase in commercial energy 
consumption is required for every per
centage point increase in agricultural 
output. 

Agriculture requires a great deal of 
reliable, high-quality energy. Irriga
tion and fertilizers require energy. 
Processing and marketing agricultural 
products require energy. Food preser
vation and food preparation require 
energy. These are the typical bottle
necks in LDC food systems. It is point
less spending enormous sums of 
money developing irr~gation systems, 
for example, if the energy will not be 
there to operate them. The energy 
problem must be addressed as well. A 
strong and continuing effort to pro
mote energy production, distribution, 
and productive usage as part of AID's 
agricultural development program 
should be a priority. 

Congress has been clear about the 
importance that should be assigned to 
energy production in AID's develop
ment assistance program, terming it 
"vital" to the development process. 
Yet AID's support for energy develop
ment is rapidly declining. The amount 
allocated to energy in AID's fiscal year 
1981 development assistance program 
was $76 million. In fiscal year 1984, it 
was down 40 percent, to $47 million. 
AID has budgeted $32 million in fiscal 
year 1986, a further reduction of 20 
percent from the fiscal year 1981 level. 
Overall, AID's development assistance 
support for energy will be cut nearly 
60 percent. 

Energy programs administered by 
the Science and Technology Bureau 
are slated for a drastic cut which will 
all but eliminate centrally funded ac
tivities in renewable energy, and 
reduce the impact of critically impor
tant programs in conventional energy 
systems, energy conservation, and 
training programs. These programs 
are an essential ingredient in a new 
agency policy to identify critical 
energy bottlenecks in specific, high
priority country development pro
grams, assist in preparing rational 
strategies to address these needs, and 
to leverage capital funding from large 



18484 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HO.USE July 10, 1985 
multilateral lenders and private 
sources to finance the required energy 
investments. The cuts in these pro
grams will be especially damaging to 
AID's effectiveness in energy develop
ment. 

For many AID-assisted countries the 
fundamental energy problem remains, 
and the stakes are higher now than a 
decade ago. Foreign exchange reserves 
have vanished, and borrowing capacity 
has reached its limits and beyond. The 
resource flow has now turned negative 
in the developing regions such as Latin 
America, leaving countries with noth
ing to fall back on when energy prices 
resume their upward course. 

Funding of energy development as 
proposed in AID's fiscal year 1986 
budget plan will sharply quicken a 
downward trend in AID's energy 
spending. This not only sends the 
wrong signal to the developing coun
tries, which should be increasing the 
rate of energy supply and distribution 
development, but threatens to render 
less effective funding of other infra
structure, rural development, and agri
cultural programs. Without adequate 
supplies of energy, the return on in
vestments in agricultural production 
and processing systems, rural industri
al development, and social services will 
be blunted. The economies of many 
AID-assisted countries are becoming 
less and less able to purchase energy, 
while the development of indigenous 
energy supplies are lagging behind 
energy consumption growth require
ments for these economies to develop. 

AID should be pressing foward with 
programs to redress critical energy 
bottlenecks, not retreating. It should 
restore cuts which have been made in 
recent years. At a minimum, fiscal 
year 1986 funding for AID's energy de
velopment assistance should be at 
least maintained at fiscal year 1985 
levels, with particular emphasis on 
centrally funded programs and AID 
mission programs in countries with 
critically important energy develop
ment needs. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
engage in a colloquy with the chair
man of the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

Mr. Chairman, when I served on the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee, I 
was the author of the legislation to 
create a functional account at AID for 
energy work in developing countries. I 
am quite concerned by the steady de
cline in funding for energy programs 
in relation to other areas of the for
eign assistance budget in recent years. 
Does the gentleman agree that this 
continues to be a very important area 
for AID to pursue if there is to be 
much prospect of development in the 
Third World, especially among those 
LDC's that have to import oil? 

Mr. F ASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PEASE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. FASCELL. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, let me say, first of 
all, I commend the gentleman from 
Ohio for his leadership in this area 
when he was on the committee and for 
his continuing interest. 

Mr. Chairman, I very definitely 
concur with the gentleman that AID 
should be doing more, and I share his 
interest and concern. 

Mr. PEASE. I thank the gentleman 
very much. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman from Ohio 
yield? 

Mr. PEASE. I will be happy to yield 
to my colleague from Michigan [Mr. 
LEVIN]. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I simply wanted to 
add my concern to that of the gentle
man from Ohio about the need to 
maintain a strong energy program 
within AID. Mr. Chairman, I join the 
gentleman in welcoming the response 
of the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MC COLLUM 
Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. McCoLLuM: 

Page 101, line 2, strike out the closing quo
tation marks and the second period; and 
after line 2, insert the following: 

"(d) Notwithstanding the prohibition con
tained in subsection <a> assistance may be 
provided to Honduras or El Salvador for 
fiscal years 1986 and 1987 if, at least 30 days 
before providing assistance, the President 
notifies the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate, in accordance with the procedures 
applicable to reprogramming notifications 
pursuant to section 634A of this Act, that 
he has determined that the government of 
the recipient country has made significant 
progress, during the preceding six months, 
in eliminating any human rights violations 
including torture, incommunicado deten
tion, detention of persons solely for the 
nonviolent expression of their political 
views, or prolonged detention without trail. 
Any such notification shall include a descip
tion of the assistance which is proposed to 
be provided.". 

Mr. McCOLLUM (during the read
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, on 

June 19 we had six Americans killed in 
El Salvador. They were killed in an 
urban area. They were killed in the 
city of San Salvador. 

Those six Americans were not pro
tected by modern, well-equipped or 
well-trained police because the Salva
doran police are not that. The fact of 
the matter is that while the military is 
out fighting a guerrilla war on the out
side of the cities, the guerrilla war has 
not come to the cities and we, the 
United States, are only allowed under 
present law to provide assistance to 
the military and not to the police 
forces. The amendment that I have of
fered would allow the United State to 
provide law enforcement assistance to 
those Governments of Honduras and 
El Salvador who so desperately need 
them for the purpose of properly 
equipping the law enforcement police 
officers, security assistance forces, for 
the purpose of properly training them, 
training them not only with respect to 
the carrying out of law enforcement 
duties, but with respect to the indoc
trination necessary so that they may 
perform a proper arrest or a proper 
function, as we know it, under the 
human rights standards that the 
United States has. 

Under present law, section 660 pro
hibits any kind of U.S. assistance to 
police or security forces in any coun
try in the world. This bill carves out 
an exception for the country of Costa 
Rica and a couple of other small is
lands in the Caribbean, but it does not 
address the question of utmost securi
ty concern from the standpoint of us 
and the tremendous concerns that we 
have for a viable police force to fight 
the rampant criminal activity in the 
cities of El Salvador and its neighbor
ing country of Honduras. 

0 1830 
Mr. Chairman, the Salvadoran 

rebels, as I said earlier, have changed 
their strategy from one of a guerrilla 
warfare out in the countryside to a 
guerrilla warfare in the city. 

Not only that, but they have an
nounced their intention to continue to 
target Americans wherever they may 
be in the cities of El Salvador. In fact, 
they announced that in an interview 
in the Washington Post as recently as 
July 7 of this year, and an article enti
tled: "Rebels Vow To Extend War"-in 
which four FMLN leaders indicated 
that terrorist activities will continue in 
the cities toward American officials 
and members of the armed services. 

We must refocus the concern that 
we have in supporting the democracy 
in El Salvador from strictly supporting 
a war in the fields with the military 
that is down there that the Duarte 
government has, to the guerrilla war 
that is going on in the cities; not only 
to promote the democracy in El Salva
dor, but to protect our own Embassy 
officials and other American citizens 
who are down there in that country. 

I would submit to my colleagues that 
the only reasonable way to do that is 
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by giving the kind of assistance that 
we are not now allowed to do to the se
curity forces that are better known as 
the police, in our jargon. 

We must provide the assistance nec
essary to the police forces in the cities 
if we are going to have any kind of a 
fight against the guerrillas the way 
they are now conducting the war down 
there. 

I say that because in the first place, 
the military does not come into the 
cities; the police do, by the structure 
of the organization. Now, you can go 
and chart it out whatever way you 
want, but it seems to me that what I 
say is eminently logical, and we need 
this exception. 

I would like to point out the defi
ciencies of the police in El Salvador 
alone, not to mention the deficiencies 
in Honduras. There are only 22 vehi
cles that the security police have in El 
Salvador today. They have no radios 
to communicate with. They do not 
have the kind of equipment that the 
military has, by any stretch of the 
imagination; not even quality hand
guns, and they do not have the train
ing which would provide a reasonable 
degree of understanding of what 
human rights are all about in the con
text of the discussions we have so 
often debated here, and they certainly 
do not have the training on how to in
vestigate and be good police officers as 
we would expect them to be. 

In short, we do not have law and 
order in any form in the cities of El 
Salvador or Honduras unless that law 
and order is to be provided by the mili
tary. We do not have it there because 
we do not have a trained, understand
ing police force. 

I would urge my colleagues to seri
ously consider this amendment as one 
which it is intended to be; one that 
sets forth the opportunity for the 
United States to responsibility give as
sistance to those involved. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. 
McCOLLUM was allowed to proceed 
for 2 additional minutes.) 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, if 
we are to beef up our forces in terms 
of making the cities in El Salvador 
safe, the only responsible way to do 
that is to pass this amendment and to 
allow the United States to provide the 
same kind of technical assistance and 
training to the police forces in these 
cities that we provide to the military 
forces in the fields. 

I have provided in this amendment 
safeguards which I think are an abun
dance of caution, that require the 
President to certify, as we have re
quired in the past for military assist
ance, that progress is being made; sig
nificant progress is being made, within 
the previous 6 months prior to the 
giving of any assistance on the ques
tions of human rights violations, if 
any, going on in the two countries in
volved. 

If he certifies that this significant 
progress has been made, and is being 
made, then he will be allowed to give 
the assistance. 

Furthermore, the amendment pro
vides that he will notify the appropri
ate committees of this Congress, that 
in fact he is giving what assistance he 
is and spell out the specifics of it. 

It seems to me we can do no less 
than this; because it also seems to me 
that if we had had a well-trained 
police force in place in San Salvador 
on June 19, we might very well today 
have six Americans still alive who are 
not alive. 

I urge my colleagues in the strongest 
of terms to vote for this McCollum 
amendment to allow the appropriate 
training of the forces in the cities of 
these two countries. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the requi
site number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I am going to ask the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. McCoL
LUM] a couple of questions, because I 
wonder if he knows that both the 
Committee on the Judiciary and the 
Committee on Appropriations have au
thorized the FBI to have this program 
to train United States and foreign 
police officers from the Caribbean 
area in basic criminal investigative 
matters. This is an established pro
gram that is in Puerto Rico, and the 
name of it is the Caribbean Police 
School. 

This has been offered twice during 
1982, twice in 1983, and twice in 1984 
for 4 weeks each. During the six ses
sions, more than 80 police from 16 dif
ferent foreign countries were trained. 

I would ask the gentleman from 
Florida why his amendment is neces
sary and what does it envisage? 

Does the gentleman from Florida en
visage hundreds of FBI agents going 
down there and training people, or do 
you have in mind increasing the scope 
of the school that is already estab
lished in Puerto Rico? 

Mr. McCOLLUM. If the gentleman 
will yield, I would be glad to explain 
that this is more than training; but on 
the training score, I envision that we 
have the same kind of training being 
given to the police forces that are in 
those academies, but then some more 
training, specifically conducive to the 
conditions in El Salvador in fighting a 
guerilla war, which requires, it seems 
to me, a major thrust in-country, to 
train those police forces. 

Plus, in addition to the training
and by the way, special training on 
human rights violations so they do not 
do that-plus the equipping of this 
police force. As I said earlier, there are 
only 22 vehicles the police force has 
down there; they have no radios, no 
radios in those cars; they cannot com
municate. I envision providing some of 

those. I envision us providing them 
with better handguns and normal 
weapons that they need to use, be
cause as I said earlier, we are talking 
about a war in the cities that is incred
ible; that is being fought down there 
now, and unless we want to see the 
military forces move into the cities 
down there, we are going to have to 
have a police force that really knows 
what it is doing, and some training 
program in Puerto Rico is simply not 
good enough; the Embassy and I have 
been in contact about this; the State 
Department and I have been in con
tact about it, and since the June 19 sit
uation they are really upset, and they 
by no means think that the training 
that you described is anywhere near 
adequate, and certainly does not pro
vide any equipment. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Has 
President Duarte asked for this kind 
of aid? 

Mr. McCOLLUM. I do not have a 
formal request from anyone, but I do 
know that there is cable traffic that 
came out of our Embassy requesting 
that, that it is sitting at the Salvador
an desk of the State Department, that 
those on the Salvadoran desk at the 
State Department as recently as this 
afternoon told me that they want this 
in the bill; that they have not sent up 
a formal request because it has just re
cently come to them, but that if it is 
not put in this bill, they are going to 
have to send up a formal request for 
immediate action. 

It seems to me this is the appropri
ate place to put it in right now, Mr. 
Chairman, instead of waiting until 
some more servicemen and other 
people have been killed down there. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I am not a member of this 
committee, and I would hope that an 
important principle like this would be 
studied in great depth by the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs, and that hear
ings should be had and a formal re
quest should really come from Presi
dent Duarte for something of this 
magnitude. 

We have established this very impor
tant school in Puerto Rico for exactly 
the same purpose that the gentleman 
from Florida describes, that is the 
heart of his amendment. 

Mr. RITTER. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I yield 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. RITTER. I thank the gentleman 
from California for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I and another col
league from California, Representative 
BROWN, have just returned from the 
region, and what we have found, not 
only in El Salvador but in Costa Rica, 
to some extent in Honduras, that 
there is a great requirement from as
sistance of this kind, and a real cross 
section of the leadership of these 
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countries feel very, very concerned 
about this kind of assistance. 

(On request of Mr. RITTER and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. EDWARDS of 
California was allowed to proceed for 2 
additional minutes.) 

0 1840 
Mr. RITTER. If the gentleman will 

continue to yield, particularly, in El 
Salvador, with the success of the 
army, what has happened is the guer
rilla units are breaking up into units 
of smaller numbers, and they are also 
coming into the cities where they can 
go relatively undetected and operate 
in smaller numbers. The Revolution
ary Party of the Workers of Central 
America, the PRTC, which was re
sponsible for the deaths of the six 
Americans and three Salvadorans, I 
think is just a kind of tip of the ice
berg of what the Salvadorans under
stand as the movement of small units 
of guerrilla groups into cities. The 
army, of course, is one possibility, but 
it would be far more effective to deal 
with civilian police forces in having 
some capability to oppose this new 
waging of war in the cities. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. I 

thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that 

we have already established a school 
in Puerto Rico. We have sent FBI 
agents down there. We will send some 
more if they are necessary. I do have 
difficulty in understanding the specif
ics of this amendment. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I yield 
to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. MILLER of California. I think 
my colleague, the gentleman from 
California, makes a good point, and I 
would hope we would not support this 
amendment. Clearly, the administra
tion has already provided FBI support 
in the case of the murder of the ma
rines and the others in El Salvador. In 
the past, when requested, the FBI has 
provided assistance in the investiga
tion in the case of the murder of the 
American church women. 

One of the real concerns I have is 
that conceivably under this amend
ment, absent a formal request and a 
formal understanding of which agen
cies of the Salvadoran Government 
this money would flow to, and those 
kinds of protections, we may very well 
be involved in funding the very agen
cies that have been accused of the 
very worst of the human rights abuses 
in the past in this country. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. ED
WARDS] has expired. 

<On request of Mr. MILLER of Cali
. fornia and by unanimous consent, Mr. 

EDWARDS of California was allowed to 
proceed for 2 additional minutes.> 

Mr. MILLER of California. We have 
President Duarte, who is struggling to 

get these agencies under control, and 
at the same time we are providing ba
sically, because of the tragic deaths of 
the marines, to open the floodgates 
for this kind of investigation. 

I think this committee ought to hold 
hearings, they ought to find out from 
the Salvadorans what it is exactly 
they need, what it is that we are pre
pared to provide and not provide, and 
not simply do it under the rush of 
trying to finish this bill. I think that if 
we find out that they need this kind of 
support to improve their investigative 
talents or to improve their ability to 
detect in advance these kinds of 
crimes, we ought to be willing to assist 
them; but that is not what this amend
ment does, and I would hope that both 
the subcommittee and the full com
mittee would be able to have hearings. 
If the administration sends that bill to 
this House in that atmosphere, I am 
sure it will get a timely hearing, it 
problably will get a favorable review. 
But given the history of the very 
police agency and law enforcement 
agencies in this Government, we ought 
to be very, very clear what we are 
doing. I think my colleague from Cali
fornia raises justified concerns that we 
ought to have before we rush head
long into providing this. We already 
see that this administration is already 
funding SWAT-type teams for anti
terrorist activities. That is already 
going on under the current law, and 
that is directly related to the kinds of 
activities that spurs the gentleman 
from Florida to offer this amendment. 
I do not think it is necessary, and I 
think it can buy us a great deal of 
trouble in a short period of time. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. I 

thank the gentleman for his contribu
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, I suggest very re
spectfully that this is not a well
thought-out amendment and it ought 
to be resisted. 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I share some of the 
concerns of my two friends and col
leagues from California with respect 
to the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Florida. We have had a 
lot of discussions at the staff level 
with the gentleman from Florida to 
try to work out an amendment that 
could be supported, and the gentleman 
from Florida, I must say, has been ex
tremely cooperative and has come a 
long way. The amendment we have 
before us is not the amendment that 
the gentleman originally intended to 
present. 

In the bill that the committee has 
brought to the floor there is $20 mil
lion authorized for assistance for the 
administration of justice, some of 
which goes to precisely the issues that 

I 

the gentleman from Florida is con
cerned about. 

I think, frankly, that that is what 
the Reagan administration will want 
to use, will want to do, is use that $20 
million that is in the bill that they re
quested and they got in the bill for the 
purposes that the administration has 
been advocating. The administration, 
as far as I know, has not requested the 
repeal of the prohibition, the section 
660 prohibition on assistance, that the 
gentleman proposes for Salvador or 
Honduras. The committee did propose 
it for governments that have no record 
of violating human rights and have 
not engaged in any violations of 
human rights nor have a standing 
army. That would obviously encom
pass Costa Rica. 

I guess what I am saying is the gen
tleman from California makes a good 
point, that we have not had specific 
hearings on this issue in the subcom
mittee or full committee. We have in 
the bill accommodated the request of 
the Reagan administration and provid
ed substantial funding for assistance 
for investigations. The reasons that 
section 660 is in the law are well 
known to the Members. The United 
States, unfortunately, got into a situa
tion where we were supporting police 
forces in countries where the police 
were engaged in activities that we 
became associated with, torture, 
murder, a whole range of despicable 
activities, and the United States 
became associated with those. 

Now, the gentleman's amendment 
specifically says that we cannot be as
sociated with that and that the Presi
dent would have to indicate that there 
have been no such occurrences in any 
of the countries specified, either Hon
duras or El Salvador. 

What I am wondering is whether, 
given the fact that in the bill we do ac
commodate the administration's desire 
to address this issue and we provide 
the funding that the administration 
requests, the gentleman is receptive to 
what the gentleman from California 
[Mr. MILLER] was saying about the 
fact that we have not looked thor
oughly at this problem. 

I am happy to yield to the gentle
man from Florida [Mr. McCOLLUM]. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. I thank the distin
guished chairman of the subcommit
tee for yielding. 

I have reviewed this matter very 
carefully earlier today because of this, 
and I did, as the gentleman says, work 
very carefully with the gentleman's 
staff, and I have discussed this with 
State. What has been requested that 
you did put in the bill and is much ap
preciated by everybody concerned is 
the effort to help the judiciary system 
and the justice system and our plan 
promoted and proposed back in 1983 
that does allow for improved investiga
tions in the area of bringing people to 
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trial, specifically those under some 
kind of an indictment, as we under
stand it, which they did not have the 
power to do. That is there in the bill. 
And then there is the provision with 
respect specifically to Costa Rica. The 
problem, as I understand it, is that the 
administration did not face as fully as 
it does today the reality that their em
bassy officials are now explaining is 
there dramatically that we now face 
since those June 19 killings, and the 
reality is very simply, if the gentleman 
would let me express it, we no longer 
have any control in the city by the 
local officialdom, and unless we train 
the police forces there in more than 
just investigations and provide them 
with equipment, which my amend
ment would do, we do not have it. The 
bill does not make it, is all I am saying, 
and I think time is of the essence, 
which hearings would obviate, and we 
need to go ahead to do it to protect 
American lives as well as their securi
ty. 

Mr. BARNES. I thank the gentle
man for his additional comments. 

Let me say, in response to the gen
tleman from California who thinks 
there ought to be hearings on this, the 
gentleman's amendment does require 
notification of the appropriate com
mittees in the Congress before funds 
could be expended, and we do have the 
opportunity to review this further. 

On that basis, I am not going to 
oppose the gentleman's amendment. I 
know there are some Members who 
have opposed it. The gentleman has 
come a long way. This amendment is a 
compromise. I certainly recognize 
that, and I commend the gentleman 
for his cooperative spirit. It is a very 
serious issue, and we will be looking at 
it further and tracking this closely in 
the Foreign Affairs Committee. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARNES. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

0 1850 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I thank the 

gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. Chairman, I think that the gen

tleman will recall that the administra
tion did request repeal of section 660, 
so this does sound close to what they 
requested. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Florida [Mr. McCoLLUM]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DONNELLY 

Mr. DONNELLY. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DoNNELLY: 

Page 89, after line 6, insert the following 
new subsection: 

(i) DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE.-Of the 
amounts available to carry out chapter 1 of 
part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
$79,600,000 for fiscal year 1986 and 

$79,600,000 for fiscal year 1987 shall be 
available only for El Salvador. 

Mr. DONNELLY <during the read
ing). Mr. ·chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DONNELLY. Mr. Chairman, in 

my 7 years of service in the House of 
Representatives, I have become in
creasingly concerned about the prob
lems and the activities in Central and 
Latin America, and especially our re
sponse to them. The one ray of shin
ing hope that I see in that region is 
the courage of the El Salvadoran 
people participating in election after 
election after election, many times 
under the threat of death and assassi
nation, and the election and reelection 
of President Duarte. 

It is my firmly held conviction that 
President Duarte is doing the best in 
his abilities to move that war-tom 
little nation into a centrist mold, to 
push the process of democratization in 
El Salvador. So I was somewhat cha
grined in reading the Foreign Affairs 
bill and the subcommittee mark, to see 
that it seemed as if the aid level rec
ommended for fiscal years 1986 and 
1987 had in fact been reduced in real 
dollars over what had been appropri
ated in 1985. 

Excluding the $15 million in foreign 
military credits that the President did 
not request, the subcommittee did not 
include the $10 million that was repro
grammed in May for additional aid to 
El Salvador. 

What my amendment does, and I 
think it is fairly noncontroversial, it 
restores that $10 million to the au
thorization so that the aid levels in 
1986 and 1987 are the same as they 
were in 1985. I understand very well 
the problems that the chairman and 
the ranking members have in terms of 
keeping costs down in this legislation, 
but I also think it is very important 
that in that small, little part of Cen
tral America with those very coura
geous men and women that minimally, 
this institution make a point of public 
policy that the aid levels will not be 
reduced as long as the process of de
mocratization continues, as long as ini
tiatives like the La Palma Peace Initia
tive continues, and as long as they 
move toward a judicial system that is 
equitable and fair. 

This amendment very simply re
stores that $10 million. It is in fact a 
freeze amendment and restores the 
$10 million that was recommended to 
be cut. 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DONNELLY. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. BARNES. The gentleman has 
described the situation accurately. 
This would be $10 million in develop
ment assistance and the committee, on 
this side, is prepared to accept the 
amendment. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DONNELLY. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

The minority accepts the amend
ment also. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Massachusetts [Mr. DoN
NELLY]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 

amendments to title VII? 
If not, the Clerk will designate title 

VIII. 
The text of title VIII is as follows: 

TITLE VIII-AFRICA 
SEC. 801. BALANCE-OF-PAYMENTS SUPPORT FOR 

COUNTRIES IN AFRICA. 
(a) ESF COMMODITY IMPORT AND SECTOR 

PROGRAMs.-Agreements with countries in 
A/rica which provide tor the use of funds 
made available to carry out chapter 4 of 
part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
for the fiscal years 1986 and 1987 to finance 
imports by those countries (under commodi
ty import programs or sector programs) 
shall require that those imports be used to 
meet long-term development needs in those 
countries in accordance with the following 
criteria: 

f1) Spare parts and other imports shall be 
allocated on the basis of evaluations, by the 
agency primarily responsible tor administer
ing part I of that Act, of the ability of likely 
recipients to use such spare parts and im
ports in a maximally productive, employ
ment generating, and cost effective way. 

(2) Imports shall be coordinated with in
vestments in accordance with the recipient 
country's plans tor promoting economic de
velopment. The agency primarily responsi
ble tor administering part I of that Act shall 
assess such plans to determine whether they 
will effectively promote economic develop
ment. 

(3) Emphasis shall be placed on imports 
tor agricultural activities which will expand 
agricultural production, particularly activi
ties which expand production tor export or 
to reduce reliance on imported agricultural 
products. 

(4) Emphasis shall also be placed on a dis
tribution of imports having a broad develop
ment impact in terms of economic sectors 
and geographic regions. 

(5) In order to maximize the likelihood 
that the imports financed by the United 
States under such chapter are in addition to 
imports which would otherwise occur, con
sideration shall be given to historical pat
terns of foreign exchange uses. 

f6)(AJ Foreign currencies generated by the 
sale of such imports by the government of 
the country shall be deposited in a special 
account established by that government 
and, except as provided in subparagraph 
fBJ, shall be available only tor use in ac
cordance with the agreement tor economic 
development activities which are consistent 
with the policy directions of section 102 of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 and 
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which are the types of activities for which 
assistance may be provided under section 
103 through 106 of that Act. 

(BJ The agreement shall require that the 
government of the country make available 
to the United States Government such por
tion of the amount deposited in the special 
account as may be determined by the Presi
dent to be necessary for requirements of the 
United States Government. 

(b) ANNUAL EVALUATIONS.-The agency pri
marily responsible for administering part I 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 shall 
conduct annual evaluations of the extent to 
which the criteria set forth in this subsec
tion have been met. 
SEC. 802. ECONOMIC SUPPORT ASSISTANCE FOR 

SOUTHERN AFRICA. 
(a) SOUTHERN AFRICA REGIONAL PROGRAM.
(1) FUNDS FOR REGIONAL PROGRAMS.-0/ the 

amounts authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961, $40,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1986 and $40,000,000 for fiscal year 
1987 shall be available only for regional pro
grams in southern Africa. Not less than 50 
percent of each of these amounts shall be al
located to assist sector projects supported by 
the Southern Africa Development Coordina
tion Conference fSADCCJ to enhance the 
economic development of the nine member 
states forming this important regional insti
tution, especially in the following sectors: 
transportation, agricultural research and 
training, manpower development, and insti
tutional support for the SADCC secretariat. 

(2) STUDIES.-
(A) EVALUATION OF ASSISTANCE.-The admin

istrator of the agency primarily responsible 
for administering part I of the Foreign As
sistance Act of 1961 shall conduct a study 
which evaluates fiJ the assistance which 
that agency provides to the Southern Africa 
Development Coordination Conference and 
other African regional institutions and eco
nomic development organizations, and fiiJ 
ways to improve such assistance. 

(B) COORDINATING MECHANISM IN AID FOR AS
SISTANCE.-The administrator shall also con
duct a study which assesses what type of bu
reaucratic mechanism within that agency 
might be established to coordinate assist
ance to all African regional institutions. 

(C) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.-The admin
istrator shall submit the results of the stud
ies conducted pursuant to this paragraph to 
the Congress within 3 months after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

(b) SOUTH AFRICA EDUCATIONAL TRAINING 
PROGRAMS.-Funds available to carry out 
chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 for fiscal year 1986 and fiscal 
year 1987 which are used for education or 
training programs in South Africa may not 
be used for programs conducted by or 
through organizations in South Africa 
which are financed or controlled by the Gov
ernment of South Africa, such as the "home
land" and "urban council" authorities. 
Such funds may only be used for programs 
which in both their character and organiza
tional sponsorship in South Africa clearly 
reflect the objective of a majority of South 
Africans for an end to the apartheid system 
of separate development. 

(C) HUMAN RIGHTS FUND FOR SOUTH 
AFRICA.-0/ the amount allocated for the 
Human Rights Fund for South Africa under 
chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 for each of the fiscal years 1986 
and 1987, not less than 50 percent shall be 
used for direct legal and other assistance to 
political detainees and prisoners and their 
families and for support for actions of 

black-led community organizations to resist 
the implementation of apartheid policies 
such as-

( 1 J removal of black populations from cer
tain geographic areas on account of race or 
ethnic origin, 

(2) denationalization of blacks, including 
any distinctions between the South African 
citizenships of blacks and whites, 

(3) residence restrictions based on race or 
ethnic origin, 

(4) restrictions on the rights of blacks to 
seek employment in South Africa and to live 
wherever they find employment in South 
Africa, and 

f5J restrictions which make it impossible 
for black employees and their families to be 
housed in family accommodations near 
their place of employment. 
SEC. 803. ASSISTANCE FOR ZAIRE. 

(a) ECONOMIC SUPPORT ASSISTANCE.-Funds 
allocated for assistance for Zaire under 
chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 for each of the fiscal years 1986 
and 1987 shall be used only for assistance 
which is provided in accordance with the 
provisions applicable to assistance under 
chapter 1 of part I of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961. Such assistance shall be provid
ed, to the maximum extent practicable, 
through private and voluntary organiza
tions. 

(b) MILITARY ASSISTANCE.-For each of the 
fiscal years 1986 and 1987-

(lJ the value of assistance provided under 
chapter 2 of part II of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 for Zaire may not exceed 
$4,000, 000; and 

(2) financing may not be provided under 
the Arms Export Control Act/or Zaire. 
SEC. 801. ASSISTANCE FOR TUNISIA. 

(a) POLICY CONCERNING SECURITY ASSIST
ANCE.-The United States provides security 
assistance to Tunisia in recognition of the 
traditional friendship between the United 
States and Tunisia and our common inter
ests in the region. The provision of such as
sistance is also based on the expectation 
that political stability and development in 
Tunisia will be best advanced through con
tinued growth of democractic institutions. 

(b) EARMARKING OF ESF.-0/ the amounts 
authorized to be appropriated to carry out 
chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, $20,000,000 tor fiscal year 1986 
and $20,000,000 for fiscal year 1987 shall be 
available only for Tunisia. 
SEC. 805. POLITICAL SETTLEMENT IN SUDAN. 

fa) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that
(1) friendship and mutual interests bind 

the United States and Sudan; and 
f2J the peace, security, and economic de

velopment of Sudan depend in large part on 
addressing the problems associated with the 
traditional north-south division in that 
country through political rather than mili
tary means. 

(b) UNITED STATES POLICY.-It is, therefore, 
the policy of the United States that the pro
vision of security assistance to Sudan shall 
be based on the expectation that the Govern
ment of Sudan will make progress toward 
reaching a political settlement with all par
ties to the conflict in the south of Sudan. 
SEC. 806. ELECTIONS IN LIBERIA. 

In recognition of the special relationship 
that the United States has with Liberia and 
of the wide variety of interests that the 
United States has in Liberia, security assist
ance for Liberia for fiscal years 1986 and 
1987 is based on the expectation of a suc
cessful completion of free and fair elections, 
on a multiparty basis, in October 1985 as 

proposed by the Government of Liberia and 
on a return to full civilian, constitutional 
rule as a consequence of those elections. 
SEC. 807. WESTERN SAHARA. 

(a) UNITED STATES POLICY.-The policy of 
the United States shall be to support a nego
tiated political solution to the conflict in 
the Western Sahara taking into account the 
principle of self-determination as outlined 
in the 1981 Nairobi resolution, to encourage 
a peaceful internationally recognized settle
ment, and to maintain direct contacts with 
all the parties to the conflict. As part of this 
policy, the United States should carefully 
consider each type of military assistance it 
furnishes to any of the parties to the conflict 
and should seek to insure that the furnish
ing of such military assistance is consistent 
with United States policy which seeks a ne
gotiated settlement. 

(b) FURTHER STATEMENT OF POLICY.-It is 
the further policy of the United States to 
support Morocco's legitimate defense needs 
and to discourage aggression by any country 
in North Africa against another. 

(C) LIMITATION ON ACTIVITIES OF UNITED 
STATES MILITARY PERSONNEL IN THE WESTERN 
SAHARA.-Members of the United States 
Armed Forces may not perform defense serv
ices under the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
or the Arms Export Control Act or conduct 
international military education and train
ing activities under chapter 5 of part II of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 in the 
Western Sahara so long as there is not an 
internationally recognized settlement in the 
Western Sahara. 
SEC. 808. SAHEL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM. 

(a) AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS.
The third sentence of section 121fcJ of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 is amended 
to read as follows: "In addition to the 
amounts authorized in the preceding sen
tences and to funds otherwise available for 
such purposes, there are authorized to be ap
propriated to the President for purposes of 
this section $94,500,000 for fiscal year 1986 
and $94,500,000 for fiscal year 1987. ". 

(b) IMPROVING ADMINISTRATIVE CAPABILITIES 
OF HOST GoVERNMENTS.-Section 121 of such 
Act is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new subsection: 

"(e) Grants shall be made under this sec
tion to Sahel Development Program host 
governments in order to help them enhance 
their administrative capabilities to meet the 
administrative requirements resulting from 
donor country projects and activities.". 
SEC. 809. AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION. 

(a) AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS.
Section 510 of the African Development 
Foundation Act is amended to read as fol
lows: 
"SEC. 510. AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

"There are authorized to be appropriated 
to carry out this title, in addition to 
amounts otherwise available for that pur
pose, $4,000,000 for fiscal year 1986 and 
$4,000,000 for fiscal year 1987. Funds appro
priated under this section are authorized to 
remain available until expended. ". 

(b) EXTENSION OF AUTHORITJES.-Section 
511 of such Act is amended by striking out 
"1985" and inserting in lieu thereof "1990". 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle
man from Florida [Mr. FASCELL]. 

Mr. FASCELL. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 
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Mr. Chairman, the reason I am smil

ing, I assume that the gentleman from 
Michigan is -smiling also, Mr. Chair
man, is that we are working so rapidly 
with respect to the matters that are 
before the Committee that sometimes 
it gets a little noisy. I appreciate the 
interest and the cooperation of all 
those Members who are working so 
hard even though sometimes it does 
disturb the Chair, and for that, I 
apologize. 

We will try to do better. We will try 
to continue our discussions in a softer 
manner if we can. I would like to ask 
the Chair though, if the gentleman 
will yield, and I assume that is the 
reason he has gotten to his feet, is to 
find out how much time is left. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
state to the gentleman there are 2 
hours, 2% minutes remaining under 
the limitation. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, it 
would be my hope and I hope that the 
gentleman from Michigan would 
concur, that at least we could conclude 
the 2 hours remaining in the debate 
tonight and the amendments that 
could be considered within that period 
of time. Barring any votes, that would 
be roughly 9 o'clock. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
I certainly agree with that. The reason 
I got to my feet is not only to find the 
time remaining, but I did want to 
bring up what I consider one of the 
most important amendments that we 
will be considering on this bill which 
will be the repeal of the Clark amend
ment. 

I wanted to yield to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. STRATTON], who 
will be sponsoring that amendment 
along with the gentleman from Flori
da [Mr. PEPPER]. 

Mr. FASCELL. If the gentleman 
would yield, I would say we are in title 
VIII and the amendment is in order. 
Would the gentleman from Michigan 
be agreeable to a 1-hour limitation on 
that debate; 30 minutes to be con
trolled by the proponent of the 
amendment and 30 minutes to be con
trolled by the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. WOLPE]. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. That is exactly 
the request I wanted to make of the 
chairman; I certainly do agree. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, ! ask 
unanimous consent that on the Strat
ton amendment and all amendments 
thereto, which is about to be offered, 
that the debate be limited to 1 hour, 
30 minutes of which would be in the 
charge of the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. BROOMFIELD] and 30 minutes 
to be controlled by the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. WoLPE]. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STRATTON 
Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. STRATTON: 

Page 125, after line 15, insert the following 
new section: 
SEC. 810. REPEAL OF CLARK AMENDMENT. 

Section 118 of the International Security 
and Development Cooperation Act of 1980 
(prohibiting assistance for military or para
military operations in Angola) is repealed. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. STRATTON]. 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment that I am offering is a 
simple amendment. As a matter of 
fact, the action on the repeal of the 
Clark amendment was initially a pro
posal of the distinguished Member 
from Florida, Mr. PEPPER, the chair
man of the Rules Committee, but the 
gentleman from Florida was, unfortu
nately, unable to be in the Chamber at 
this time, therefore, I am assuming his 
responsibilities on this amendment. 

The so-called Clark amendment 
which some Members may not recog
nize because it has been 10 years since 
it was enacted, unfortunately in this 
body and in the other body, is an 
amendment which prohibits assistance 
to organizations conducting military 
or paramilitary operations in Angola. 
This is an opportunity for Congress to 
take a stand on a policy that will pro
mote the interests of the United 
States in a very vital region of the 
world; the region of southern Africa. 

We are all looking for peace and sta
bility to come to southern Africa. We 
seek this so that the nations there 
may get on with the task of meeting 
the economic and social needs of their 
people. But there is a problem, a road
block. There are from 25,000 to 45,000 
Cuban troops in Angola currently, and 
I know that is the thing that disturbed 
Mr. PEPPER from Florida. 

0 1900 
As long as those Cubans stay in 

Angola, there will never be any peace 
there, nor in the entire region. As long 
as the Cubans are in Angola, the 
people there will never be free to have 
their own elections. And as long as the 
Cubans are in Angola, the democratic 
forces there will never be able to 
remove the yoke of communism which 
is kept in place by Soviet surrogates 
10,000 miles from their homeland. 

Mr. Chairman, to refresh everyone's 
memory, this amendment that I am 
offering is not new. It has been a 
matter that we have been discussing 
for a number of years, but I think it is 
important for us to recognize that the 
overall strategy for that amendment 
no longer is current in the United 
States. 

We are providing help to those who 
are fighting Communist forces in 
every area of the world. In Afghani-

stan. We have recently, in this legisla
tion, taken on even Cambodia. Why is 
it that only in the country of Angola 
that the military forces of the United 
States or the provision of aid from the 
United States should be unable to be 
carried out? 

The pledge that the Alvor agree
ment that was hammered out by Por
tugal in 1979 bears a very clear resem
blance to the unfulfilled pledges of 
the OAS made by the Sandinistas 
without American power backing up 
the democratic forces. This was true in 
Nicaragua and it was true in Angola. 
So the MPLA immediately sought 
Cuban and Soviet military assistance, 
and by December 1975 that organizan 
tion had received $40 million to $60 
million from the Soviets, along with 
3,500 to 5,000 Cuban troops. 

In 1979, in the first manifestation of 
the so-called Vietnam syndrome, we 
refused, with timidity, to be involved 
following the defeat in Vietnam, and 
as a result we would not even try to 
help the people in Angola. Later on, 
the language was changed a little bit, 
but it has not really changed very, 
very far. 

Mr. Chairman, by repealing the 
Clark amendment, and we should 
repeal it, we are asking not that any 
aid be given to any single Angolan fac
tion. We are only saying that the 
amendment should be repealed, be
cause by repealing Clark, we will be re
moving a psychological barrier to all 
of those who wish to support demo
cratic forces in Angola. By repealing 
Clark, we will be saying that the Presi
dent should have the flexibility and 
the leverage available to respond both 
to Soviet and to Cuban adventurism in 
the Third World, especially in an area 
so rich in economic potential. 

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to express the 
strongest possible opposition to the 
proposed repeal of the Clark amend
ment. Rather than strengthening 
American interests, the repeal of this 
amendment will directly undermine 
American interests in southern Africa 
and throughout the African Conti
nent. 

Make no mistake about it, the only 
real winner, if this amendment were to 
pass, would be the Government of 
South Africa, for the repeal of the 
Clark amendment will be understood 
not only by all of the peoples of the 
nations of southern Africa, but 
throughout the African Continent, as 
further evidence of America entering 
into an accommodation with the 
apartheid regime of South Africa. 

Recall the origins of the Clark 
amendment. It was imposed when 
Members of Congress discovered that 
an earlier administration was giving 
covert support to groups that were re
ceiving their basic logistical assistance 
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from the Government of South Africa, 
UNIT A in particular. 

This amendment is being offered at 
a time that has just witnessed South 
Africa's reinvasion of Angola. It was 
only within about a 2- or 3-week period 
that the South African commandoes 
attacked an American installation in 
Angola, and now what are we propos
ing to do? To repeal the Clark amend
ment, that will be understood as an 
effort to undermine the Angolan Gov
ernment, to further strengthen the 
forces that are supporting this dissi
dent movement known as UNITA 
inside Angola, to further strenthen 
the South African position within the 
region. 

There are some real ironies in terms 
of the arguments that are being used 
in support of repeal of the Clark 
amendment. We are being told that 
what we ought to be doing, this coun
try of ours, is to give support to 
UNITA and to Jonas Savimbi. The 
radical right wing of this country is 
apparently operating under the im
pression that Jonas Savimbi is some
how the embodiment of Western 
values and supportive of American in
terests. 

Let me quote Jonas Savimbi, who 
said some time back, that no progres
sive action is possible, "with men who 
serve American interests, the notori
ous agents of imperialism." 

Jonas Savimbi was in this country 
not long ago and happened to spend 
some time in my office, at which point 
he acknowledged that contrary to the 
perceptions of some of those who are 
espousing his cause in this country, 
that he, himself, was a Socialist, a 
Marxist, but he, Jonas Savimbi, was 
more comfortable with the Chinese 
model than with the Soviet model. 

This is what the gentleman from 
New York is proposing: that we put 
ourselves in the position of covertly 
lending assistance to UNITA and 
Jonas Savimbi on the theory that this 
man somehow is really the embodi
ment of American values and Ameri
can interests. Nothing could be fur
ther from the truth. 

The reality is that not only would 
South Africa be the big winner by the 
passage of the Clark amendment at 
this point in time, but so would be the 
Soviets and the Cubans. It is they who 
have attempted to portray the United 
States as having entered into an ac
commodation with apartheid. The An
golan Government has been negotiat
ing over the past few years with the 
American administration and has 
come to the United States not only 
seeking normal diplomatic relation
ships, expanded private American in-
vestment, it has even gone so far as to 
make undertakings both publicly and 
in private diplomacy that they seek to 
draw down the Cuban combat troops 
in their country. 

I do not know what more a govern
ment can do, notwithstanding the 
presence of 20,000 Cuban troops and 
1,000 Soviet and East German advis
ers, to demonstrate their capacity for 
an independent course of action. 

What are we proposing to do? We 
are proposing to take a step that can 
only be understood as threatening to 
the Angolan Government, enhancing 
Angolan security concerns, thereby in
creasing the dependence of the Ango
lan Government on the Soviets, on the 
Cubans. 

I hardly think that well serves 
American interests. Let it be clearly 
understood by people who are unde
cided at this point on this question 
that the only understanding that will 
be conveyed by repeal of the Clark 
amendment in southern Africa is that 
the United States and South Africa 
are in coalition, in alliance. That is 
craziness. I do not think that there is a 
Member of this body who intends to 
support apartheid, but make no mis
take, passage of this amendment will 
be just a cause for rejoicing among the 
white minority regime in South Africa, 
it will be a cause for rejoicing among 
the Soviets and Cubans as well. Ameri
can interests are not well served. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to cast a resounding "no" vote on an 
amendment that may be well notivat
ed but would have, I think, disastrous 
consequences for this country. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

0 1910 
Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 

I yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. F ASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield for an announce
ment? 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. I am happy to 
yield to the Chairman of the Commit
tee. 

Mr. F ASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I simply wanted to announce, Mr. 
Chairman, that we have reached an 
agreement that the Committee should 
rise at the conclusion of the vote on 
this amendment, and we expect, since 
the time limitation is 1 hour, that 
Members can gauge that that will 
occur in about 1 hour and 15 minutes 
from now. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
I support the Pepper, Stratton, 
Broomfield amendment calling for the 
repeal of the Clark amendment. That 
amendment was a mistake and we all 
know it. Now is the time to rid our
selves of this unnecessary restriction 
on U.S. foreign policy. 

Today, there are still 40,000 Cuban 
military and civilian advisers in 
Angola. They are making themselves a 
permanent fixture in Angola. Under 
the guise of fighting UNITA guerril
las, the Cubans have taken over the 

government of that country. Their 
presence is actually undermining U.S. 
efforts to find a solution to the Na
mibia question. 

While the Cubans and their Soviet 
backers operate with maximum flexi
bility around the world, U.S. law ties 
the President's hands. This self-im
posed restriction of U.S. foreign policy 
cripples our ability to work in the dip
lomatic arena. 

In essence, all we are trying to do is 
give our Government the same degree 
of flexibility it already has in dealing 
with other countries around the world. 
We are already assisting democratic 
movements in Cambodia, Afghanistan, 
and Nicaragua. Why not have the 
option of extending a helping hand to 
anti-Communist forces in Angola? A 
repeal of the Clark amendment would 
force the Angolan Government to re
think its relationship with their 
Cuban backers. 

The Clark amendment was enacted 
in 1976, prior to the establishment of 
the two congressional intelligence 
committees. At that time, Congress 
was concerned about its lack of over
sight of U.S. intelligence activities 
overseas. U.S. support of the UNIT A 
democratic forces became the subject 
of great congressional interest. Now, 
however, there are two functioning 
oversight committees and the United 
States is no longer aiding the demo
cratic forces in Angola. Repeal of the 
amendment will not result in automat
ic U.S. assistance to UNIT A. 

My colleagues, this is an opportunity 
to confront Cuban and Soviet adven
turism head on. Let's give U.S. foreign 
policy a chance to operate with flexi
bility. Let's do something which may 
help to resolve the Namibia problem 
while the repeal of this amendment is 
symbolic, it will tell the world that 
America is like Gulliver in that 
famous story. We, too, are finally 
waking up and breaking the thousand 
cords which bind us. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
repealing the Clark amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DORNAN]. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. And so 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
joint effort by the distinguished gen
tleman from New York [Mr. STRAT
TON] and the distinguished chairman 
of the Rules Committee, the gentle
man from Florida [Mr. PEPPER] and 
myself. 

I might make note also of the fact 
that the chairman of my Subcommit
tee on Africa made a statement that 
might suggest that Mr. Savimbi of the 
UNIT A movement is not desirous of 
seeing the demise of the Clark amend
ment. Well, the foreign minister of 
UNITA, Mr. Jeremias Chitunda, was 
just in the Rayburn Room off the 
House floor not an hour ago this after-
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noon and has visited with many Mem
bers here in Washington throughout 
the last 2 days. He makes it very clear. 
The forces of freedom in Africa want 
this Clark amendment dumped in the 
dustbin of historical gaffes. I will 
submit, along with my remarks, for 
the record, Minister Chitunda's article 
in the Washington Times of June 27, 
1985 about the damage to freedom of 
the Clark amendment. 

The article follows: 
ANGOLA AND CLARK AMENDMENT 

<By Jeremias Chitunda) 
For 10 years the Soviet Union has been 

trying to transform Angola into its most 
strategic base of expansionism in Africa. 

It all started in 1975 when a Cuban expen
ditionary force was sent to install in power 
in Angola the MPLA, the long-time Moscow 
protege, thereby torpedoing completely the 
orderly decolonization of Angola by Portu
gal. This decolonization process was already 
in progress and duly enunciated in the Alvor 
Agreement, celebrated and signed in Janu
ary 1975 by the Angolan nationalist move
ments and the Portuguese government. 

According to this agreement, Angola was 
to become independent in November 1975, 
and the proclamation of independence 
would have been preceded by free general 
elections in October to enable the people to 
elect their governing institutions in the plu
ralist democracy that the country naturally 
needed. 

But the preliminary surveys having re
peatedly indicated that the MPLA would re
ceive no more than 20 percent of the votes 
<compared with 45 to 65 percent for 
UNITA), and the Soviets being naturally 
averse to pluralist democracy, Moscow de
cided to put its protege <the MPLA) in 
power by force. 

The Cuban expeditionary force came spe
cifically to crush MPLA's rivals. UNIT A had 
no material means to resist, in conventional 
warfare, the superior Soviet-Cuban force. 
For a brief period, however, our appeal was 
heard and the United States, under Presi
dent Gerald Ford, gave us assistance; this 
enabled a temporary parity of forces in the 
military arena as well as the renewal of 
hope to drive out all foreign forces and to 
resume the application of the Alvor Agree
ment. 

Unfortunately, the Congress of the United 
States shortly introduced the Clark Amend
ment to cut off and prohibit further U.S. 
help to UNIT A. This happened precisely at 
a time when such help appeared critical not 
only militarily but (and especially) also po
litically and diplomatically. Indeed most 
friendly countries felt that it was no use to 
continue their small assistances where the 
United States had decided to quit. 

It was obvious that Moscow was to become 
the new dominant superpower in southern 
Africa, so most countries in the region 
thought it prudent to "join it" since they 
could not "lick it." 

The conflict has been mislabeled "Ango
la's civil war," when in reality the conflict 
was triggered and perpetrated by massive 
outside military intervention. The voices of 
reason, of freedom and liberty having re
mained largely passive and disorganized, it 
was obvious that Moscow would impose its 
military solution to suit Soviet expansionist 
ambitions. At any rate it would be unrealis
tic to think that democracy could prevail 
worldwide without United States leadership. 

Only with U.S. encouragement, help, and 
leadership can the freedom fighters around 

the world forge the internationalist demo
cratic solidarity needed to offset the conse
quences of the ongoing application of the 
Brezhnev Doctrine in Angola, Ethiopia, 
Central America, Afghanistan, Indochina, 
etc. 

But even if there were no U.S. material as
sistance, the United States could still have 
played a key role, through diplomacy and 
moral suasion, to avert, in 1975, the Soviet
Cuban take-over in Angola. 

Sadly enough, we continue to notice, the 
struggle for democracy and freedom is gen
erally a lonely cause: the anti-Soviet free
dom fighters are lone fighters. Moscow pun
ishes us, for example, in Angola, without ap
parently offending the so-called "Free 
World" in general or the United States in 
particular; but, on the other hand, any sym
pathy or support to anti-Soviet freedom 
fighters in Nicaragua, Afghanistan, Kampu
chea, or elsewhere is viewed as a direct of
fense to Moscow. 

Despite all the agony and despair caused 
by the Clark Amendment in 1975, UNITA 
managed to reorganize its people and its 
armed forces to continue resistance by guer
rilla warfare. While conventional warfare 
was new to us, UNITA had already success
fully employed guerrilla warfare against 
Portuguese colonialism. 

In launching our resistance in early 1976, 
we had several favorable factors: over
whelming popular support; very competent 
leadership by Dr. Jonas Savimbi; extensive 
previous experience in guerrilla warfare; 
UNITA's popularly acclaimed appeal to dia
logue, peace, national unity, and territorial 
integrity; MPLA's inability to govern and 
bring prosperity to the country; and the re
alization by 1977 by all of Angola's neigh
bors that the presence of the Cubans in 
Angola would destabilize other countries in 
the region. 

Today UNITA has achieved numerous im
portant victories: our armed force has 
grown to nearly 50,000 men, well-trained 
and reasonably well-armed; more than one
third of the country is firmly under our 
total control, covering 3. 7 million of the 
country's total population of 7 million; the 
armed struggle has been extended to the 
whole country, leaving all big cities practi
cally encircled by our forces; we are com
pletely self-sufficient in food, thanks to our 
well-run agricultural schemes <while the 
MPLA constantly seeks "humanitarian as
sistance" on the grounds of imaginary 
drought>; and the number of friendly and 
helpful countries has increased substan
tially. 

Nevertheless UNITA seeks no military vic
tory, but only a political solution to the con
flict. We have been appealing for dialogue 
and national reconciliation since 1974. We 
remain firmly committed to national recon
ciliation, withdrawal of all foreign forces, 
formation of a government of national 
unity, holding of free elections, and estab
lishment of durable democratic institutions 
to preserve individual freedom and national 
independence. 

But, for the time being, the choice is not 
ours: as long as the MPLA refuses to talk, 
we must pursue our armed resistance. 

Whatever the evolution of the politico
military situation inside Angola, and what
ever the prospects of an outright military 
victory aginst, the Cuban expeditionary 
force, the attitude of the United States 
toward the Angolan agony remains a crucial 
factor. 

Today there are, by our estimate, 45,000 
Cubans, 1,500 Soviets, 2,500 East Germans, 

80,000 MPLA <Angolan) troops, and thou
sands more internationalists from pro
Soviet Communist regimes around the 
world. Sophisticated Soviet military hard
ware continues to be unloaded in large 
quantities in the country. 

It is costing about $4 million a day to fight 
UNIT A in Angola; but this is really not 
hurting Russia: Gulf Oil Co. in Angola ac
counts for nearly 100 percent of the MPLA's 
foreign earnings. Were it not for this U.S. 
economic help, it is doubtful the Soviets 
would bear the rising cost of fighting us. 
It is indeed this U.S. company that is liter

ally paying for the Soviet-Cuban occupation 
of Angola. But the United States help to the 
MPLA regime goes much farther: U.S. 
Export-Import Bank loans to the Luanda 
regime have totaled more than $130 million, 
businessmen have been encouraged to invest 
in MPLA's Angola; humanitarian assistance 
to the MPLA has been flowing to the tune 
of several million dollars a year; while, on 
the other hand, the Clark Amendment has 
been in force to prohibit U.S. help to 
UNIT A. 

The significance of the Clark Amendment 
goes far deeper than just barring U.S. assis
tance to UNITA: the Clark Amendment has 
been invariably interpreted by our friends 
in Africa, Europe, Asia and the Middle East 
as U.S. opposition to Angolans resistance to 
Soviet imperialism. 

The Clark Amendment does not only 
hamper material support to UNIT A but it 
also effectively isolates us in the interna
tional community. The "pro-Western" label 
pinned on UNIT A actually belies the notion 
of friendship and active solidarity with the 
West in our struggle for freedom and de
mocracy. The MPLA has been exploiting 
the Clark Amendment to promote the idea 
that UNIT A's cause actually has been so un
worthy that even the greatest democratic 
nation on Earth refuses to recognize it. 

Repeal of the Clark Amendment, howev
er, would not lead to material support 
UNITA; but it would enormously improve 
the U.S. diplomatic efforts; it would give the 
United States negotiators added leverage 
and strength, with benefits to all parties 
concerned. 

The United States' diplomatic efforts 
remain the best hope for negotiated solu
tions to our problems in the region. The 
repeal of the Clark Amendment would 
create a balanced posture of the United 
States in relation to the legitimate aspira
tions of the parties involved in the conflict; 
such a balanced, fair posture would allow 
the United States the conduct of a diplo
matic brokerage that would not be perceived 
as leading to sacrifice some participants 
against the others. 

A successful U.S. diplomatic effort need 
not threaten anyone <except the Cubans 
and the Russians). 

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Yes, 
certainly, I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I think the gentleman may have mis
understood my own observation if it 
was my remark to which he was refer
ring. I did not say that Mr. Savimbi 
would oppose repeal of the Clark 
amendment. Of course, Mr. Savimbi 
would support repeal of the Clark 
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amendment so he can receive further 
assistance, just as he is now receiving 
it from South Africa. 

My point is that Mr. Savimbi, con
trary to some impressions in this coun
try, is Marxist, and that the issues 
that divide him from the government 
are much more ethnic and involve per
sonality conflicts and have nothing to 
do with ideology. So I say that by our 
supporting him we are effectively sup
porting South Africa. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman. 
However, we have seen over the past 
20 years many naive African leaders, 
nationalist leaders, who embrace 
Marxism initially without understand
ing that it entails secret police, mid
night arrests, kangaroo courts, Gulag 
concentration camps, and death-kill
ing by the thousands-the iron em
brace of the bear, and with it the op
pressive embrace of Castro himself. 
The embrace that chokes off all plu
ralism and ends for years any chance 
for freedom to flourish. 

I think that Mr. Lew Lehrman of 
New York in his recent trip to free 
Angola with other freedom fighters 
from different parts of the world 
heard a different and true version of 
Mr. Savimbi's political beliefs. Lew 
Lehrman says that Mr. Savimbi has 
come to realize that President John F. 
Kennedy was correct in that. There is 
a twilight struggle that will continue 
for the rest of our lives between the 
forces of communism and the forces of 
freedom. 

I would agree with the gentleman 
that there might be some misguided 
celebrating in Pretoria, and, frankly, I 
do not like to do anything that makes 
them in Pretoria feel smug about their 
foreign policy. But I will tell the gen
tleman where the real celebrations 
will take place if the Clark amend
ment survives tonight. I know that my 
good friend, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SoLARZ] is torn on this 
point of Communist gloating over 
what we do in this Chamber. Commu
nists will celebrate in Havana, Cuba, 
tonight if Pepper-Dornan goes down. 
They will celebrate in Moscow. They 
will celebrate in many Communist cap
itals around the world. They will cer
tainly celebrate in Managua if we do 
not finally, after a decade of watching 
the forces for freedom lose struggles 
or cling precariously to freedom, reject 
this Clark amendment tragedy. 

We should do what's right here, to
night and not care where people cele
brate. It is time to trust the President 
of the United States. 

I took note that in a "Dear Col
league" letter circulated by my distin
guished chairman and my friend, the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLARZ] and Mr. WOLPE that they said 
current U.S. policy of our President is 
improving matters in Angola. I would 
say, then, let us trust the President. I 

have spoken to the highest possible 
person on policy at the Department of 
Defense other than Secretary Cap 
Weinberger himself, and Mr. Fred Ikle 
asked me to pass on to you distin
guished gentlemen the following as
surances. There are no plans at 
present-repeat-no plans to send mili
tary aid to UNIT A. I know your trust 
factor has gone up exceedingly in 
recent days for Mr. Reagan given how 
you have complimented the President 
for his excellent handling of our hos
tage crisis last month. Repeat-there 
are no new plans to give aid to Jonas 
Savimbi. It is the principle upon which 
the administration insists on defeat of 
Clark. This Dornan-Pepper amend
ment only moves the peace process 
forward. Vote for freedom. Repeal 
Clark. 

Mr. Chairman, in the dark days of 
the American spirit following the self
inflicted agony of Watergate, and the 
abandonment of Southeast Asia to the 
invading armies of North Vietnam, it 
was a self-fulfilling prophecy that the 
United States had become a ham
strung giant. Somehow for this coun
try to use its power was to abuse its 
power. In the words of an old expres
sion, we threw the baby out with the 
bath water. 

In the midseventies the Portuguese 
finally gave up their colonial ghost, 
and pulled out of Africa and the East 
Indies. Just prior to that, the officer 
corps of Portugal became enamored of 
a late blooming "mystique de la 
Roche" and was thoroughly infested 
with marxism. The unfortunate part 
of this was the visitation of this ideol
ogy on some groups in Angola. These 
left wing or Communist locals were fa
vored with first crack at weapons and 
equipment left behind by the depart
ing Portuguese. There has been trou
ble in Angola ever since, with the Sovi
ets gaining an easy strategic foothold. 
Although there were groups who were 
not automatically in the Soviet corner 
in Angola, they were at a disadvan
tage. In order to even the battle a bit, 
since the popular movement for the 
liberation of Angola [MPLAJ had sub
stantial Portuguese weapons, we and 
others in 1974-75 did begin a program 
of covert assistance. It was this effort 
to offer the forces of fr<.edom a 
chance that fell victim to the Vietnam 
syndrome. 

I will digress briefly, for those of you 
who think the words "Vietnam syn
drome" are overworked or imaginary. I 
recall Maj. Gen. John K. Singlaub re
turning amid some controversy from 
his command in Korea at about the 
same time, that summer of 1975. He 
was testifying before the Armed Serv
ices Committee, and discussing our 
commitments and some of the dangers 
to be faced in Korea by this country 
and our Republic of Korea allies. One 
of our esteemed colleagues spoke up 
and said he did not want to see the 

United States involved in another 
Vietnam in Korea .. That was Mr. DEL
LUMS of California. 

Following the enactment of the 
Clark amendment in early 1976, the 
Angolan situation was abandoned to 
the Soviets and their Cuban surro
gates. The South Africans were of 
course concerned at the presence of 
70,000 Cuban troops and their Soviet 
connections, as they should have been. 

The result was an uncomfortable 
marriage of convenience between the 
UNIT A forces and the South Africans. 
But, for UNITA, it worked. They are 
still around stronger than ever. Jonas · 
Savimbi has steadily gained in stature 
as a leader of the forces of freedom, 
and has steadily extended his influ
ence. 

In a word, UNITA is a force of the 
future. The MPLA have gone into vir
tual eclipse, with no credibility beyond 
that afforded by the support of thou
sands of Cuban mercenaries. How are 
we to deal with such a force as 
UNIT A? Send love letters, with regrets 
that the law keeps us from being more 
helpful? 

I believe that the unconstitutional 
restriction of the President's power as 
represented in the Clark amendment, 
section 118 of the International Secu
rity and Development Act of 1980, 
should end. Simple repeal of that sec
tion of law will send a powerful signal 
that we have not dealt ourselves out of 
Africa; that we are not terminally ill 
with the dreaded "Vietnam syn
drome." 

I note that some of my colleagues 
argue that UNITA/South African 
forces attacked the Chevron/Gulf Oil 
installations in Cabinda, and that this 
signified that UNITA's advent is anti
thetical to U.S. interests. In the first 
place, I am not sure I accept the de
scription of the event circulated in a 
"Dear Colleague" letter of today's 
date. I have heard a different version. 
But, that aside, given this country's 
deliberate avoidance of any opportuni
ty to build bridges to UNITA, what 
might one expect? Is it not possible 
that we are being served notice that 
we cannot have our cake and eat it? 
Can you blame UNIT A's leaders? 

Mr. Chairman, we cannot in con
science drive the Savimbi forces into 
the arms of the South Africans and at 
the same time criticize them for that 
liaison. And we cannot tie the Presi
dent's hands and expect him to con
duct a vigorous foreign policy. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we 
have all observed that you can tell 
when you are getting close to a liberal 
article of faith by the sudden increase 
in the level of noise, if not the con
tent, of the discourse. Last week, I dis
tributed a "Dear Colleague" on my 
Dornan amendment which pointed out 
simply and accurately that this coun
try's dealings with Angola are handi-



July 10, 1985 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 18493 
capped by the Clark amendment. I 
noted that this measure was a product 
of the foreign affairs funk which af
flicted the United States after the fall 
of Saigon, and that only Jonas Sa
vimbi and UNITA had kept Angola 
from falling completely into the Soviet 
sphere. I also indicated that my ra
tionale for striking this unnecessary 
restriction was to free the President's 
hands. I believe that if the President is 
able to aid non-Communist resistance 
in Angola and elsewhere, he won't 
have to do so. Our self-imposed weak
nesses only invite the Soviets to move 
with impugnity to expand their influ
ence. 

Now my esteemed colleagues Mr. 
WoLPE and Mr. SoLARZ have apparent
ly decided that perhaps you will decide 
there is no further reason to abandon 
Angola to the Soviet-dominated MPLA 
and help repeal the Clark amendment. 
I thought so or I wouldn't have draft
ed the repeal amendment. 

As for their arguments in this 
debate, I say only that UNITA since 
our unilateral withdrawal has had no 
other source of supply except South 
Africa, and that the aid has been 
largely restricted to commercial pur
chases of nonlethal supplies. Even lib
eral observers of the African scene are 
beginning to recognize that Savimbi 
should have been included in the Gov
ernment from the outset. Without 
Cuban terror UNITA would control 
Luanda in a matter of weeks, probably 
days. 

We have a choice. We can support 
the forces of black freedom in Africa 
or we can abandon UNITA to its own 
devices to survive as best it can. I 
would rather we had a part in its suc
cess-even the small one of perception. 
Repeal the Clark amendment, my col
leagues. It is an ignominious tragedy 
that it was passed in the first place. 

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. WEISS]. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, the dis
tinguished chairman of the Subcom
mittee on Africa, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. WOLPE], laid out the ar
guments, I think very clearly and very 
simply and very forcefully. Repeal of 
the Clark amendment does tremen
dous harm to the United States of 
America and plays directly into the 
hands of the Government of South 
Africa, the Government of the Soviet 
Union, and the Government of Cuba. 
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What it does is to tell the entire Af

rican continent that, in spite of all the 
protests and the many sincere efforts 
within the American community at 
large, and within the Congress itself, 
condemning South Africa for its apart
heid policy, that our obsession with 
communism is such that, in the name 
of anticommunism we will undertake 
to do those things which will even 

hurt the very people within a particu
lar area whom we say we intend to 
help. 

Now, let us put the situation in 
Angola in context. The Cuban forces 
were invited into Angola by the Gov
ernment of Angola because the Gov
ernment of South Africa was provid
ing direct military support to the 
people attempting to overthrow the 
Government of Angola. There was 
great danger that the Government of 
the United States would become cov
ertly but directly associated with 
South Africa in that effort to over
throw the Government of Angola. 

Now, why in heaven's name at this 
stage when there are plans almost 
completed, a schedule just about 
agreed upon for the removal of the 
Cuban forces from Angola, why would 
we take a step which would create 
such anxiety in the Government of 
Angola that they would have to feel 
that the thing to do is to keep the 
Cuban forces there whatever the cost? 

It just seems to me that that plays 
against our best interests. It dimin
ishes what we say is our aim, which is 
to have the Cubans leave Angola and 
it destroys the credibility of the 
United States in the eyes of the people 
and leaders of Africa and around the 
rest of the world. 

Those of us who serve on the Africa 
Subcommittee and who have had occa
sion to visit in the southern regions of 
Africa know that South Africa has 
been waging war in various ways 
against the various countries which 
surround South Africa. They have in 
the case of Mozambique directly in
volved themselves in blowing up facili
ties and pipelines. They have created 
all kinds of pressures through Namibia 
and on Angola. They have attempted 
to undermine the Governments of 
Zambia, Tanzania, and Zimbabwe. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
WEiss] has expired. 

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 additional minute to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, through 
the great efforts of the U.S. Govern
ment, pressures have been brought to 
try to stabilize conditions in southern 
Africa. 

I know that the Reagan administra
tion nominally supports repeal of the 
Clark amendment, but there has been 
no great pressure coming from the ad
ministration. Indeed, just recently 
when the Government of South Africa 
undertook to support commando at
tacks into Angola, the Government of 
the United States, the Reagan admin
istration, recalled the American Am
bassador to South Africa as a sign of 
its disapproval. 

For goodness sakes, will those in this 
body who are burdened, overwhelmed, 

oJ:>sessed, with anticommunism, recog
mze that there are times their obses
sion plays against the best interests of 
the United States of America? 

I urge defeat of the amendment. 
Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman 

I yield 3 minutes to the gentlema~ 
from California [Mr. LAGOMARSINO]. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in strong support of the 
Pepper-Stratton-Broomfield amend
ment, and urge my colleagues to also 
support it. 

Mr. Chairman, the arguments in 
favor of repealing the Clark amend
ment prohibiting U.S. operations in 
Angola are numerous. First, it was 
adopted during the hey-day of anti
U.S. and anti-CIA sentiment here in 
the Congress in the mid-seventies. 
Hopefully, those days are behind us 
now. Americans realize that the CIA 
performs an invaluable service to this 
country. As a matter of fact we are all 
too often reminded of how weakening 
the CIA has hurt our national inter
est. Most Americans further realize 
that the days of "America on the de
cline" are no longer. We are strong 
again, we are willing and able to 
defend our interests both here and 
abroad, and we understand that an ef
fective foreign policy demands that we 
play an active role in regional issues, 
in order to bolster the hand of those 
nations and groups who look to the 
west for assistance and with admira
tion, and to promote and protect 
American interests. 

Second, Mr. Chairman, we have a 
strong interest in not being prohibited 
from aiding UNIT A, the Union for the 
Total Independence of Angola, in their 
struggle to free their country from the 
grip of Marxism-Leninism. The coun
try is presently ruled by the so-called 
Popular Movement for the Liberation 
of Angola [MPLAJ. Over 30,000 Cuban 
troops are presently the only buffer 
preventing the victory of Jonas Savim
bi's UNITA which, coincidentally, con
trols almost half of all Angolan terri
tory and administers food, governmen
tal services, and so forth, to a large 
percentage of Angola's people. In addi
tion, UNITA, I have been informed, 
commands the respect and support of 
a majority of Angolans, including even 
some of the MPLA's own army. 

The United States once supported 
Mr. Savimbi in his struggle against the 
Cubans and Marxist MPLA, but be
cause of the adoption of the Clark 
amendment, we were prevented from 
seeing through our commitment to 
UNIT A's gaining power and freeing 
the Angolan people, or from even con
sidering such aid. It is time, Mr. Chair
man, that the United States remove 
this unnecessary and out-dated shack
le preventing U.S. flexibility. 

Third, the people of Angola are suf
fering terribly under the present 
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regime. According to the State Depart
ment's country reports on human 
rights, "The MPLA have established a 
one-party state with restrictions on 
freedom of expression and political op
position • • •" where "the citizens do 
not have the right to change [or par
ticipate inl their government." It is a 
moral imperative for this body to urge 
change in that nation. We have done 
that, and the IMPLA government has 
not-repeat not-responded. It would 
seem the best avenue available for 
freeing the Angolan people is the 
coming to power of Jonas Savimbi and 
UNIT A, with or without MPLA. 

Mr. Chairman, it is high time this 
body removed this unneeded and pro
hibitively restrictive language which 
ties the President's ability to pursue 
an effective foreign policy. There is a 
growing movement across the globe in 
opposition to Marxist-Leninist, dicta
torial governments that do not hold 
the support of the people under their 
yoke. It is now the Soviets and their 
despotic proxies which are on the de
cline and on the defensive, not Amer
ica. Democracy and freedom is on the 
rise. Let us remove this impediment to 
furthering freedom in southern Africa. 
Let us think about the long-term 
future of the region. Do we wish to see 
the Marxist MPLA in power for the 
remainder of the decade? The remain
der of the century? 

I applaud my friends from New 
York, Florida, and Michigan offering 
this amendment and I urge its adop
tion. 

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. BERMAN]. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the chairman and the gentle
man for yielding me this time. 

I rise to oppose the amendment and 
to express some frustration with 
trying to understand the true purpose 
of this effort, I think this misguided 
effort, to repeal the Clark amendment. 

If in fact it is a way of removing a 
legal restriction on funding the forces 
of UNITA, it is done in a way that is 
inconsistent with the approaches we 
have taken in recent months and I 
think in somewhat a backhanded fash
ion, because would it not be better in 
that case to come forward as the ad
ministration did with the Contra fund
ing, as the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SoLARz] did with the funding of 
the non-Communist factions of the 
Khymer forces and debate that issue 
on the merits, what it means in terms 
of national interest, what are its justi
fications in terms of our standards of 
morality and to debate it head on, in
stead of to simply repeal the restric
tion and not confront the issue direct
ly. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
DORNAN] who is knowledgeable on 
these matters says he has talked with 
the administration and there is no 

intent to fund UNITA through this 
mechanism by repealing the Clark 
amendment. 

Well, in that case, if this is simply a 
conceptual question, an issue of send
ing a signal, I suggest it is the wrong 
signal to send. It is a signal at the 
same time as we are trying to indicate 
our independence and our disassocia
tion from the conduct of South Africa, 
both domestically in terms of the en
forcement of apartheid and in their 
own world conduct as they pursue 
their foreign policy through aggressive 
and disruptive measures, it is an asso
ciation with them by repealing the 
Clark amendment. It is an association 
with the forces which will set us apart 
from the rest of Africa and hurt our 
own foreign policy interests material
ly. It is an effort which will push even 
further certain forces into the orbit of 
the Soviet Union and their satellites 
like Cuba. 

Mr. Chairman, for all these reasons I 
suggest that if we are going to try to 
do something with respect to the An
golan Government that is not in the 
context of this administration's efforts 
to negotiate a settlement there, let us 
put it forth directly so Congress can 
engage in the proper oversight. If it is 
to send a signal, let us send a good 
signal, not a destructive signal. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask for a no vote on 
the amendment. 

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 2 minutes, simply to emphasize 
the point that was being made just 
now by the gentleman from Califor
nia. 

The last time we went through this 
question when the administration 4 or 
5 years ago indicated its intention to 
move to repeal the Clark amendment, 
there was suddenly a movement 
among the representatives of all the 
black States at the United Nations 
who released a joint statement con
demning the apparent drift in the ad
ministration's policies toward South 
Africa and warning of the dangers of 
lifting the Clark amendment. 

During that same period of time, the 
presidents of the front-line states in 
the region most directly threatened by 
South Africa, who were working close
ly with the United States, with the 
British, and the French, and the Cana
dians, and the Germans in attempting 
to secure the independence of Na
mibia, all characterized the adminis
tration's decision to repeal the Clark 
amendment as an effort to destabilize 
Angola and they made the point then, 
which is still valid today, that that 
perception of an intention to destabi
lize Angola would directly undermine 
American influence throughout the 
region, indeed throughout the African 
continent. 

There is no way America's interests 
are being advanced by this initiative. 

The point has been made that I will 
not dispute, that in an ideal world the 

kind of inhibition on Presidential free
dom of action that was imposed by the 
Clark amendment should not be neces
sary. In fact, my own subcommittee 
has taken the position of supporting 
the eventual repeal of the Clark 
amendment, but not now, not in the 
context of South African aggression 
against Angola and in the context of 
growing concern throughout the Afri
can continent that America has en
tered into an accommodation with 
apartheid. 

It is simply very harmful to Ameri
can interests to pursue that at this 
point. 
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Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 

I yield 5 minutes to another Michigan 
man, the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. SILJANDER]. 

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Michigan 
for yielding. 

I would like to address several points 
made by the other gentleman from 
Michigan and others. It seems like it is 
all right to aid the Contras with hu
manitarian aid. It is all right to help 
the freedom fighters in Cambodia. It 
seems OK to help the freedom fight
ers in Afghanistan. But yet there 
seems to be some question of whether 
or not Angola is a Marxist country. 
There seems to be some question of 
whether or not we should assist 
UNIT A, the freedom fighters there. 

So can 40,000 Cubans leave any 
doubt in anyone's mind, with a contin
gent of East Germans, North Koreans, 
Soviets, Bulgarians, and Czechs? Can 
this possibly lead anyone to have any 
question that the nation of Angola is 
embedded, totally embedded as a 
Marxist-Leninist nation that would 
fall instantly because of lack of popu
lar support if it were not for those 
40,000 Cuban troops, and advisers, and 
others from the Eastern bloc nations? 

The other argument was that this is 
going to undermine American policy 
and interests in the region. I certainly 
think that 40,000 Cuban troops easily 
influence far more and undermine our 
policy more than would the President 
maybe contributing some aid to free
dom fighters in UNITA who are 
within inches of victory today. And 
there will never be a solution in Na
mibia, never, until the Cuban troops 
there leave. And according to Castro 
that is not any time soon. 

So it is an accommodation to the 
South African apartheid, racist 
system. So if they support UNITA, 
therefore we should oppose it. 

Well, it was not good not too many 
hours ago regarding Mozambique. The 
South African Government does assist 
Mozambique. The South African Gov
ernment wants us to assist Mozam
bique, and yet the same gentleman op
poses repealing an amendment that 
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would repeal aid to Mozambique, an 
obvious inconsistency. 

The funds from South Africa go to 
Savimbi and UNITA. South Africa, as 
I said, already gives funds to Mozam
bique as well. 

"Oh, not now, I am for it later." 
They have been saying that since the 
1970's. And the last argument I think 
is the weakest of them all, that if we 
somehow assist UNITA it could in
crease the influence of Eastern bloc 
countries, Cubans and Soviets in the 
region. 

How ludicrous. That is what they 
said in 1976. They said if we just en
gaged the Clark amendment and pro
hibit any assistance, then the Soviets 
and the Cubans, the small amount 
that were there, then would leave. 

The amount has grown incredibly, so 
that false notion has not worked at all 
since 1976. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SILJANDER. I will be happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Just 24 hours ago this body voted $5 
million in aid to a valiant group of 
non-Communists who were struggling 
to free their nation from the yoke of 
an invader who also is Marxist-Lenin
ist. It seems inconsistent to me that 
this particular amendment would be 
turned down since Angola is a nation 
which is garrisoned by 40,000 troops 
from many thousands of miles away, 
and one which has suffered under the 
yoke of Marxist-Leninist for a great 
time. 

Defeat of this amendment will reaf
firm the Brezhnev doctrine that once 
one nation becomes a Marxist-Leninist 
nation it will forever remain so. 

Passage, I say to may colleague from 
Michigan, would send a message 
throughout the world that this Nation 
is willing to provide the moral, and if 
it is in the U.S. vital, national interest 
and best national interest to do so, the 
material aid to free those nations that 
are struggling to throw off the yoke of 
Marxist-Leninism. 

I think we have a clearcut case here, 
particularly when we talk about even
tual repeal and that 9 years is long 
enough. The original intent of the leg
islation was that there would be an im
mediate and short-lived reaction and 
that very soon the Cuban troops 
would be removed from Angola if the 
United States did not become involved. 

I urge the passage of the Pepper
Broomfield amendment. 

Mr. SILJANDER. I thank the gen
tleman. 

This amendment seems to help black 
Africans seeking freedom from Marx
ist-Leninist tyranny which places 
them in a desperate economic plight 
with serious human rights violations. 
It is time that we stand up for UNIT A, 
for the black freedom fighters there, 

as we have been willing to stand up for 
Afghanistan, Cambodia, and the Con
tras in Nicaragua. 

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time has been consumed? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. WOLPE] has 16 
minutes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. BROOMFIELD] has 
10 minutes remaining. 

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, one of the sad facts 
of life is that very few of us have had 
much opportunity to really learn and 
study the African continent. It is a 
pretty distant place and there were a 
number of times when not knowing 
much about the realities, the history, 
the nature of the societies, we have re
sponded to labels we think we under
stand, and sometimes have missed the 
reality very, very directly. 

Originally the United States entered 
into supporting covertly UNITA be
cause the MPLA was being, in fact, 
supported by the Soviet Union. And it 
was our perception, the perception of 
American policymakers back in the 
1970's, that the others who were fight
ing the MPLA were anti-Communist, 
pro-American. 

Holden Roberto headed up one of 
those groups, and Jonas Savimbi 
headed up the other group. 

Do you know who assisted America 
in supporting those two? The North 
Koreans and the Chinese, because the 
reality was that the differences among 
the parties, among the various fac
tions that divided in the course of the 
nationalist movement in Angola had 
nothing to do with ideology. They had 
to do with ethnicity. 

Jonas Savimbi based his popular 
base upon the Ouimbunda people, and 
Holden Roberto among the Bakonko 
people, and Mr. Nato among the Mes
tizo population of the country. Those 
were the differences, but because we 
did not understand that a lot of folks 
got suckered into making a decision 
that was simply based upon ignorance. 
I might suggest today a number of 
people are being suckered in the same 
way as Mr. Jonas Savimbi is now es
pousing Western capitalistic values, 
depending upon the audience he 
speaks to. 

But when he is talking to others he 
is very much more openly acknowledg
ing his Marxism and indeed his real 
great affinity for the Chinese model of 
Marxism. 

We are not understanding the com
plexity of what is happening in 
Angola. But what we are doing, and 
the one thing that all of the elements 
of the Southern African populations 
do understand is that South Africa 
represents the greatest source of insta
bility in that country. It is South Afri
ca's retention of the apartheid system, 
it is South Africa's illegal occupation 
of Namibia, it is South Africa's inva-

sion and occupation of Angola that 
gives the opportunity to the Cubans 
and to the Soviets to expand their in
fluence in that region. 

What we ought to be doing is trying 
to assist those governments and those 
peoples to extract themselves from 
that dependence. We are not doing 
that, to the extent that we now appear 
to be engaged upon an attempt at sub
verting the Angolan Government. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 6 minutes to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. GRAY]. 

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, we face a very important 
decision here this evening. It is one 
that should be thoughtful and careful
ly decided. 

I come before you to urge a no vote 
on the repeal of the Clark amend
ment. Let me tell you why. 

What the Clark amendment was in
troduced to do was to prevent covert 
U.S. military involvement in Southern 
Africa, in Angola, in the overthrow of 
a government by the use of U.S aid 
and assistance to militarily help an in
surgency. 
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The Congress decided then that that 

was not an appropriate role for the 
United States. They decided it for a 
variety of reasons. One, that it was not 
in our best interest to have a military 
involvement; two, that those insurgen
cy forces were being supplied by the 
apartheid South African regime and 
thus we would be closely connected 
with that apartheid regime which we 
supposedly abhor. 

Third, we would also exclude and 
make more difficult the possible solu
tion to the question of Namibian inde
pendence by such an action. So we de
cided that then we would pass an 
amendment that would say that the 
United States would be prohibited 
from covert military action in south
ern Africa and Angola. Now I know 
that there are those here tonight who 
will tell you that: "Look, we got to 
stand up to Communist expansionism 
and this really is an attempt to stop 
Communist expansionism. And even if 
we have got to provide military assist
ance like we are doing iii Nicaragua we 
need to do it all over the world even if 
it is 6,000 miles away in southern 
Africa." 

But that is not the issue, my friends, 
that is not the issue, because the issue 
in southern Africa is not Communist 
expansion, the issue is majority rule, 
and freedom, and independence for 
people who are enslaved. 

Thus, when you support the repeal 
of the Clark amendment what you will 
be doing is supporting the continued 
oppression of the majority people 
there and you will therefore provide 
fertile ground for Communist expan
sion. 
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I do not want to see communism 

expand in southern Africa. I have 
been there. I have been to each one of 
those front-line states. Every time the 
United States of America is perceived 
as siding with apartheid, what we do is 
strengthen the possibility of the ex
pansion of communism. 

So if you want to stop communism 
then you must vote "no" and not to 
repeal the Clark amendment but to 
maintain the fact that we militarily 
will not get involved in a partnership 
with any insurgency campaign that is 
funded by South Africa and thus be 
perceived as militarily supporting the 
apartheid regime's expansionist ef
forts in southern Africa. That is the 
issue. 

I join my colleagues who are con
cerned about communism in Africa. 
But one of the good things that we 
have seen in the last few years is that 
communism has been losing its foot
hold in Africa. The Marxist model has 
not been working in many places. We 
have seen a repudiation. The ties that 
we thought were going to be in some 
states between Moscow and their lead
ers are not there today, as the same 
people who are now supporting this 
amendment predicted 5 and 6 years 
ago. 

If you want to prevent communism 
from expanding in that area, vote 
"no" on the repeal of the Clark 
amendment and therefore clearly 
identify ourselves as not willing to pro
vide military aid to the same troops 
that are being provided military aid by 
the South African apartheid regime. 

I say that with knowledge to this 
body. Just a few weeks ago we voted 
295 to 127 to change our role in that 
region. If you vote tonight to repeal 
the Clark amendment, in one sense 
you will be repudiating what we did 
just a few weeks ago. You will be 
saying you do not mind being identi
fied with the military expansionism 
and the incursions of the apartheid 
regime. 

I say to you I am not in love, or 
favor, or necessarily support the Ango
lan Government presently in office, 
but I submit to you this is the wrong 
solution, this is the wrong strategy to 
address the problem. 

So, my friends, I urge you to remem
ber why we passed it and ask your
selves and ask your constituents and 
ask America: Does America want us to 
be funding military insurgency 6,000 
miles away, not even a neighboring 
country, in support of an insurgency 
supported by South Africa and Botha 
regime? I think they would say "no" 
and it is not a question of tying the 
hands of the President. It is simply 
saying that we, the American Nation, 
do not want that kind of military in
volvement. 

So I urge you to reject the amend
ment which would repeal the Clark 
amendment which we passed in 1976. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Rules, 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
PEPPER], the principal sponsor of this 
amendment. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman and my 
colleagues of the House, I wish to 
thank the distinguished gentleman 
from New York [Mr. STRATTON] for of
fering my amendment and I am 
pleased to be identified with the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BROOM
FIELD]. 

This is not a complex matter at all 
unless you wish to make it so. The 
President of the United States has 
long favored the repeal of the Clark 
amendment. The other body only re
cently, by a large bipartisan majority, 
voted to repeal the Clark amendment. 
So the simple question facing this 
Chamber is whether this House re
fuses to allow the world to perceive 
the United States as still interested in 
freedom and democracy for this tragic 
part of the world. 

We are not advocating that we give 
any money to anybody for anything. 
We are not asking that any action 
whatsoever be taken. We are not seek
ing to get any kind of aid, military or 
civilian, or humanitarian. We are 
simply saying let us remove the per
ception that the Clark amendment 
gives the world that we washed our 
hands of Angola and saying to man
kind, "As far as we are concerned, 
they are off limits. We washed our 
hands of any concern for their ever 
enjoying the munificence of freedom 
and liberty." 

So Mr. Castro can boast that he has 
already sent 200,000 Cuban Commu
nist soldiers to fight for communism 
and tyranny in Angola, but we say 
"Hands off, we are not interested, 
don't count on us for anything; don't 
expect any help from us." 

The Soviet Union has poured mili
tary equipment and power and eco
nomic funds into that area to support 
Communists but, America: "We are 
sorry, we are not having anything to 
do with that area. You know, we have 
the Clark amendment." 

Now the argument is made and it 
seems strange to me, it is an emotional 
appeal by our distinguished col
leagues; they say that South Africa is 
helping the party that is fighting for 
democracy and freedom and therefore 
we must not help it. 

I do not know whether South Africa 
is giving anything to help the starving 
in other parts of Africa or not; I do 
not remember any of our colleagues 
raising the question here when we 
were voting aid to the hungry in that 
dark continent of Africa saying, "Wait 
a minute, I do not want to vote for any 
aid to any of those starving people if 
South Africa is going to help them." 

"I do not want to help any starving 
people that South Africa is trying to 
feed." 

0 1950 
I am reminded of what Churchill 

said when Hitler attacked Russia. 
Nobody had been more aggressive in 
his fighting against communism than 
Winston Churchill, but when Hitler, 
the dastardly Hitler, attacked the 
great nation of Russia, with its might 
and power and many people, what did 
Churchill say? "Oh, no, I do not want 
to get any help from those Commu
nists against Hitler." 

Churchill said, "I think the world 
knows about my attitude about com
munism, but I have the same attitude 
about the devil, but I'd say a few kind 
words for the devil if I knew he was 
against Hitler." 

And so if for once South Africa hap
pens to have done something right and 
decent, that is not going to prevent me 
from doing something right and 
decent. 

It seems to me, therefore, that we 
have gotten somewhat mixed up in 
trying to define what the real issues 
are. All we are saying is, those people 
in Africa, they have a right to be free; 
we may not be able to help everybody 
to the same degree, but do we need to 
write anybody off? Do we need to tell 
the world, "No, you're out of bounds 
when you get to Angola as far as the 
United States is concerned." 

We have in this bill, they tell me 
here, aid to over 60 nations, but we 
cannot even deal with this. 

Let me say this: The Statue of Liber
ty invites men all over the earth to 
come to freedom-that includes 
Angola. I hope you will adopt this 
amendment. 

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve the balance of my time. We have 
only one more speaker. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
if I may pose a parliamentary inquiry, 
I thought I had the right to close the 
debate on this side; is that not right? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
state that the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. WOLPE] has the right to close 
debate. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. It is our amend
ment, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. It may be the gen
tleman's amendment, but the commit
tee that is managing the bill has the 
right to close debate. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
may I ask one further question. Does 
the gentleman from Michigan have 
one remaining speaker? 

Mr. WOLPE. That is correct, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
following the Chair's instructions, I 
yield the balance of the time to close 
debate to a distinguished member of 
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the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE]. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, the word 
was given by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania that majority rule was 
important in Angola. You will never 
get majority rule as long as the MPLA, 
supported by the Soviet Union stays in 
power; there will not be elections; 
there have not been for 10 years. They 
are the minority party, but supported 
by the Soviet Union. 

The London Times of June 7, 1980, 
referred to the Clark amendment as 
one of the most vivid manifestations 
of the paralysis of American power in 
the 1970's. 

Well, it is 10 years later, and let us 
take a look and see where we are. 

Now we have a letter from Mr. 
SOLARZ and Mr. WOLPE on this issue, 
and in this letter, I want to quote: 

It should also be pointed out that a repeal 
of the Clark amendment and the threat of 
renewed U.S. intervention would likely in
crease Soviet influence in Angola, as well as 
the Cuban troop presence, by pushing the 
Angolans toward greater reliance on Soviet 
and Cuban assistance. 

Well, I harken back to January 27, 
1976, to my friend Mr. SoLARZ, who 
then was in this same debate on this 
same issue, and here is what he said: 

Mr. Speaker, I deplore the involvement of 
the Soviet Union in Angola, but I do not be
lieve that simply because the Russians are 
gratuitously-

! like that word, "gratuitously"
involved in some remote area of the world 
we necessarily have to be engaged there as 
well. 

The real issue is not whether we withdraw 
from the world but whether we choose to in
volve ourselves in what is in essence a tribal
ly based struggle, the outcome of which is 
ultimately unrelated to our own national se
curity. 

We are told that, if the MPLA is trium
phant in Angola, it will result in the estab
lishment of a Soviet satellite in that area, 
but the fact is that the tides of nationalism 
run far stronger in Africa than the impera
tives of ideology. Having just managed to 
extricate themselves from the clutches of 
the Portuguese, the Angolans are most un
likely to submit themselves to the domina
tion of the Soviets. Even if the MPLA is tri
umphant-and that is something nobody 
can be sure of-the Russians are unlikely to 
have any more influence in Angola than 
they now have in Mozambique, in Algeria, 
or in Egypt 

• • • 
I believe there are areas in the world in 

which we have a legitimate interest in curb
ing the spreading of Soviet influence, but I 
do not believe Angola is among them. 

So we write Angola off, and write 
the whole continent off. 

Now we move up to another argu
ment. By the way, they sure have not 
become a Russian satellite; there are 
30,000 Cuban combat troops there 
today as we talk; 10,000 to 15,000 mili
tary and civilian advisers in addition to 
that; 1,200 Soviet military advisers; 
1,500 Soviet civilians-remember what 
a struggle we had to get 55 advisers in 

El Salvador-there are 500 East Ger
mans, there are 2,000 to 3,000 Roma
nian, Czechoslovokian and Bulgarians, 
and the North Koreans, of all people, 
200 of them there. 

Now you talk about South Africa. 
Well, is not our failure to help Sa
vimbi driving UNITA into the arms of 
South Africa? We talk about driving 
the Angolans into the arms of the So
viets, but when we are too fastidious 
to involve ourselves in this remote por
tion of the world-what was it, 6,000? 
My God, 6,000 miles away! How far is 
Cambodia? 

But I digress-6,000 miles away, we 
will not involve ourselves. It is not im
portant. Africa does not count. I am 
shocked, I am shocked. 

Now let me tell you how important 
Angola is to the Soviet world system. 
Luanda, which is the important port 
there, in Luanda, Angola provides a re
conaissance base for the Soviet Union. 
During peacetime, the Soviets main
tain a data base on maritime shipping 
and international trade. 

From Luanda, the Soviets monitor 
27,000 ships annually, which transit 
the Cape of Good Hope passing 
through the South Atlantic; including 
60 percent of the oil for West Europe. 
The Soviets could interdict this source 
of petroleum, marginally unopposed 
by allied navies, at least at the onset 
of conflict, et cetera, et cetera, et 
cetera. 

Now, the Clark amendment protects 
the Cuban troops that are over there. 
The Clark amendment protects the 
East bloc countries and the Soviet 
Union. 

Why is it un-American, why is it in
decent to help forces in Nicaragua, in 
Cambodia, in Afghanistan and yes, in 
Angola, to resist Marxist-Leninist tyr
anny? I do not quite understand that. 
Now, you can go through the record 
and you hear the geniuses with the 
gift of prophecy saying, "Don't worry, 
Angola won't go Communist." Well, 
you are wrong, you are wrong. 

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, to close 
debate, I yield the balance of my time 
to my distinguished colleague, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SoLARZ]. 

Mr. SOLARZ. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. I will not comment 
on the extraordinarily eloquent ad
dress of my very good friend from Illi
nois [Mr. HYDE] inasmuch as it would 
be presumptively immodest for me to 
comment on a speech which consisted 
for the most part of quotations coming 
from my own address on the floor of 
this Chamber, but insofar as my very 
good friend from Florida, our very dis
tinguished chairman of the Rules 
Committee is concerned, I can only 
say that, as I listened to his marvelous 
and very moving address, that I was 
reminded of the observation that was 
made about him in the context of one 
of his campaigns a few decades ago 
when his opponent was moved to ob-

serve that the gentleman's sister was a 
noted thespian in New York; and I un
derstood, listening to the gentleman 
from Florida, that great performances 
obviously run in the family. 

0 2000 
Now, if I can return this debate to 

what should be its fundamental es
sence, I think we ought to consider the 
same extent to which the adoption of 
this amendment would advance the 
national interest of the United States 
in southern Africa. Insofar as Angola 
is concerned, we clearly have two fun
damental interests at stake. The first 
is to secure the withdrawal of Cuban 
forces which are in that country, and 
the second is to secure internationally 
recognized settlement of the conflict 
in Namibia. 

I would submit that insofar as both 
of these objectives are concerned, the 
withdrawal of Cuban forces from 
Angola and an internationally recog
nized settlement in Namibia, the adop
tion of this amendment would have 
completely counterproductive conse
quences. 

What is the truth of the Cuban pres
ence in Angola? There are today, ac
cording to the latest intelligence esti
mates available to our committee, not 
40,000 Cuban troops there, not 30,000 
Cuban troops there, but 25,000 Cuban 
troops there. And the fact of the 
matter is that the Government of 
Angola has publicly committed itself 
to withdraw over the course of 3 years 
in the context of a settlement in Na
mibia 20,000 of those 25,000 troops to 
a point in Angola where no Cuban sol
dier will be within 1,700 kilometers of 
the South African border. 

Furthermore, they have said on 
more than one occasion that in the 
context of a South African withdrawal 
from Namibia there would no longer 
be any justification or need. In the 
context of the Namibian settlement 
they have said there is no need for a 
continuing Cuban presence in Angola. 
And I would submit that the repeal of 
the Clark amendment and the adop
tion of this amendment would be 
much more likely to induce the Ango
lans to keep the Cuban forces that are 
currently in their country than would 
the rejection of this amendment and 
real progress toward a settlement of 
the conflict in Namibia. 

We do not confront the situation 
where the Government of Angola has 
said that it wants the Cubans to 
remain there, come what may. It has 
said it would like them to go. It has 
committed itself to withdrawing at 
least 80 percent of them over the 
course of the next 3 years, contingent 
on a willingness on the part of Africa 
to agree to a settlement in Namibia. 

And so what are the implications of 
this amendment with respect to our 
second major interest in Angola, a set-
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tlement of the conflict in Namibia? If 
we are going to get a settlement in Na
mibia, it is going to require the coop
eration not only of Angola but of 
South Africa, and the truth of the 
matter is that the major obstacle to a 
settlement in Namibia lies not in 
Luanda, the capital of Angola, but in 
Pretoria, the capital of South Africa. 

So far, Angola has already agreed, 
with respect to the Namibian situa
tion, to permit 1,500 South African 
troops to remain in Namibia up 
through the elections in that country. 
It has agreed to the establishment of a 
demilitarized zone on its side of the 
Namibian border. It has agreed to 
international inspection of the 
SW APO camps in Angola. In other 
words, the Government of Angola has 
made a whole series of concessions in a 
genuine good-faith effort to reach an 
agreement in Namibia. 

It is the Government of South 
Africa which has betrayed its promises 
not to invade Angola, it is the Govern
ment of South Africa which continues 
to illegally occupy Namibia, it is the 
Government of South Africa which 
has proceeded with a phoney internal 
settlement of the situation in Namibia, 
in opposition to the policy of our own 
Government and the rest of the inter
national community, which is the 
major obstacle to a settlement in Na
mibia. 

And if we adopt this amendment, if 
we repeal the Clark amendment, it will 
look as if we are endorsing the ap
proach of South Africa and repudiat
ing the approach of Angola, when the 
truth of the matter is that it has been 
Angola which has been constructive in 
the effort to get a Namibian settle
ment and South Africa which has 
been obstructive of that effort. 

Finally, if we adopt this amendment, 
we get the worst of all possible worlds. 
My very good friend from California, 
[Mr. DoRNAN] said that he had it on 
firm authority from the administra
tion that they had no plans whatso
ever to send military assistance to Mr. 
Savimbi and his forces. So if we adopt 
this amendment, what happens? We 
get all of the negatives as a result of 
an association with South Africa. It 
will look as though we are about to 
join forces with South Africa on 
behalf of UNITA, when in reality we 
apparently have no intention of doing 
so. Consequently, I urge, in terms of 
the interest of our own country, the 
withdrawal of Cuban troops from 
Angola and a Nanibian settlement, the 
rejection of this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. STRATTON]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 236, noes 
185, not voting 12, as follows: 

Anderson 
Andrews 
Anthony 
Archer 
Armey 
Badham 
Barnard 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boulter 
Breaux 
Broomfield 
Brown<CO> 
Broyhill 
Burton <IN> 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Carney 
Carper 
Chandler 
Chappell 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Clinger 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coleman <MO> 
Combest 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Craig 
Crane 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Daub 
Davis 
DeLay 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
DioGuardi 
Dornan<CA> 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dyson 
Eckert <NY> 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
English 
Erdreich 
Fascell 
Fa well 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Fish 
Fowler 
Franklin 
Frenzel 
Fuqua 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goodling 
Gradison 
Green 
Gregg 
Grotberg 
Gunderson 

Ackerman 
Addabbo 

[Roll No. 2181 
AYES-236 

Hall, Ralph Petri 
Hamilton Pickle 
Hammerschmidt Porter 
Hansen Pursell 
Hartnett Quillen 
Hatcher Ray 
Hendon Regula 
Henry Ridge 
Hiler Rinaldo 
Hillis Ritter 
Holt Roberts 
Hopkins Robinson 
Hubbard Roemer 
Huckaby Rogers 
Hunter Roth 
Hutto Roukema 
Hyde Rowland <CT> 
Ireland Rowland <GA> 
Jenkins Rudd 
Johnson Saxton 
Jones <OK> Schaefer 
Kasich Schneider 
Kemp Schuette 
Kindness Schulze 
Kolbe Sensenbrenner 
Kramer Sharp 
Lagomarsino Shaw 
Latta Shelby 
Leath <TX> Shumway 
Lent Shuster 
Lewis <CA> Siljander 
Lewis <FL> Skeen 
Lightfoot Skelton 
Livingston Slattery 
Lloyd Slaughter 
Loeffler Smith <FL> 
Long Smith <NE> 
Lott Smith <NH> 
Lowery <CA> Smith <NJ> 
Lujan Smith, Denny 
Lungren Smith, Robert 
Mack Snowe 
Madigan Snyder 
Marlenee Solomon 
Martin <IL> Spence 
Martin <NY> Spratt 
McCain Stangeland 
McCandless Stenholm 
McCloskey Strang 
McCollum Stratton 
McCurdy Stump 
McDade Sundquist 
McEwen Sweeney 
McGrath Swindall 
McKernan Tallon 
McMillan Tauke 
Meyers Tauzin 
Mica Taylor 
Michel Thomas <CA> 
Miller <OH> Thomas <GA> 
Miller <WA> Valentine 
Molinari Vander Jagt 
Mollohan Volkmer 
Monson Vucanovich 
Montgomery Walker 
Moore Watkins 
Moorhead Weber 
Morrison <WA> Whitehurst 
Murtha Whitley 
Myers Whittaker 
Natcher Whitten 
Nichols Wilson 
Nielson Wolf 
O'Brien Wortley 
Oxley Wylie 
Packard Young <AK> 
Parris Young <FL> 
Pashayan ZSchau 
Pepper 

NOES-185 
Akaka 
Alexander 

Annunzio 
Applegate 

Asp in 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Barnes 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Berman 
Biaggi 
Boland 
Boner<TN> 
Bonior<MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Brown<CA> 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton<CA> 
Bustamante 
Carr 
Clay 
Coelho 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coyne 
Crockett 
Daschle 
de la Garza 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Ding ell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan<ND> 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart<OH> 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA> 
Evans <IA> 
Evans <IL> 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford<MI> 

Ford <TN> 
Frank 
Frost 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gray <PA> 
Guarini 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Hertel 
Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Jones <NC> 
Jones<TN> 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kastenmeier 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Leach <IA> 
Lehman<CA> 
Lehman<FL> 
Leland 
Levin<MI> 
Levine <CA> 
Lipinski 
Lowry <WA> 
Luken 
Lundine 
MacKay 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McHugh 
McKinney 
Mikulski 
Miller <CA> 
Min eta 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
Moody 
Morrison <CT> 
Mrazek 

Murphy 
Neal 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Panetta 
Pease 
Penny 
Perkins 
Price 
Rahal! 
Rangel 

· Reid 
Richardson 
Rodino 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Smith<IA> 
Solarz 
StGermain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walgren 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young(MO> 

NOT VOTING-12 
Daniel 
Flippo 
Gray <IL> 
Hall <OH> 

Hefner 
Heftel 
Nelson 
Roe 

0 2020 

Rose 
Stark 
Waxman 
Wright 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Nelson of Florida for, with Mr. Gray 

of Illinois against. 

Mr. GONZALEZ changed his vote 
from "aye" to "no." 

Mr. SLATTERY changed his vote 
from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I 

move that the Committee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore <Mr. 
HuTTO) having assumed the Chair, Mr. 
AuCoiN, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Com-
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mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill <H.R. 1555) to amend the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961, the Arms 
Export Control Act, and the Agricul
tural Trade Development and Assist
ance Act of 1954, to authorize develop
ment and security assistance programs 
for fiscal year 1986, and for other pur
poses had come to no resolution there
on. 

0 2030 

CAN WE AFFORD NOT TO 
PROVIDE FOREIGN AID? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. DIO
GuARDI] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DioGUARDI. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of H.R. 1555, the For
eign Assistance Authorization Act for 
fiscal year 1986. Foreign assistance is a 
prudent investment that furthers our 
national security interests, promotes 
economic and political freedom, and 
reflects the humanitarian concerns of 
the American people. 

I recognize the overriding impor
tance of reducing the budget deficit 
and with approval of the Fascell 
freeze amendment, I believe we have 
upheld this fiscal responsibility. At 
the same time, however, we must bear 
in mind that our foreign assistance 
programs are vital to the achievement 
of foreign policy goals that protect 
Americans and enhance America's 
standing in the world community. We 
must be consistent in our devotion to 
the principles we cherish and pro
claim. We must be persistent in our ef
forts to foster the values embellished 
in our society for which we have 
fought and sacrificed. 

Virtually all U.S. foreign aid dollars 
are actually spent here, in the United 
States. According to the Administrator 
of the Agency for International Devel
opment-every billion dollars of assist
ance produces 60,000 American jobs. 
Simply put, it is a mistake to view for
eign aid as a handout, providing little 
or no benefit to the American taxpay
er. 

Foreign military assistance reduces 
the need for U.S. military presence 
and is a cost-effective method of pro
tecting U.S. national security inter
ests. Our security assistance programs 
are considerably less expensive than 
the cost of maintaining U.S. forces on 
a worldwide basis and these programs 
advance the most basic human goal of 
freedom. 

Economic assistance strengthens the 
emerging patterns of economic growth 
in developing countries. This growth 
enables them to become viable trading 

partners with the United States and 
provides important growth opportuni
ties for U.S. exporters as well as new 
markets for U.S. goods. Our assistance 
provides those critical resources to 
help our friends achieve and maintain 
a healthy economy and advance the 
most basic human goal of prosperity. 

If we are to count on our friends and 
allies support in facing the dangerous 
challenges of the world, we must our
selves be a reliable partner. Strength
ening our friends is one of the most ef
fective ways of protecting our interests 
and furthering our goals. It gives them 
the ability and the confidence to 
defend themselves and to work for 
peace. Our willingness to pay the rela
tively modest cost and make the sacri
fices today, prevents greater costs and 
sacrifices in the future and enhances 
our role in the shaping world's future. 

U.S. aid to Israel, for example, is 
vital for our foreign policy objectives 
in the Middle East and is important to 
Israel's survival as a free and inde
pendent ally. According to Jeane Kirk
patrick, former U.S. Representative to 
the United Nations, Israel voted with 
the United States 88.5 percent during 
the U.N.'s 39th session. Israel is pro
viding a model for democratic develop
ment, deters Soviet-backed radicalism 
and combats international terrorism. 

Israel's primary need for U.S. assist
ance is generated by the enormous 
cost of maintaining the military bal
ance in the world's most volatile 
region. The people of Israel are deter
mined to be responsible for their own 
defense-they seek help only in ac
quiring the means to defend them
selves. In return Israel defends Ameri
can strategic interests and fosters the 
cultural and political values shared by 
the American and Israeli people. 

A great deal of controversy sur
rounds this legislation and there are 
many provisions that I am uncomfort
able with. But our allies around the 
world, and there is a consensus in this 
body about their importance, deserve 
our support and depend on U.S. eco
nomic and security assistance to devel
op their free societies. In a world 
prone to anti-Americanism we must 
make certain that our friends· have the 
resources to ensure a democratic 
future. 

Many skeptical Americans and legis
lators continue to ask, "Can we afford 
to provide foreign aid?" In view of 
Soviet expansionism and the world
wide threat to democracy, the more 
pertinent question is, "Can we afford 
not to?" 

CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ANNUNZIO] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

• Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, next 
week Americans all over the country 
will commemorate the 27th annual ob
servance of Captive Nations Week. It 
is a time for Americans to focus atten
tion on those nations controlled by 
Communist totalitarianism and to re
flect on the freedoms of religion, 
speech, press, and the right to assem
ble that we all are able to enjoy but 
too often take for granted. 

Twenty-seven years ago, President 
Eisenhower first designated the third 
week in July as Captive Nations Week, 
and the people of the captive nations 
have persevered throughout these 
years despite numerous systematic at
tempts by the Communists to destroy 
their culture, religion, and national 
heritage. Free people, if they are to 
remain free, must defend the liberty 
of others, and each year, the people of 
the United States join the people of 
these captive nations in reaffirming 
their commitment to the cause of self
determination and human dignity. 

Millions of men, women, and chil
dren, enslaved against their will under 
Communist rule, still maintain their 
hope for freedom. Although the Com
munists have attempted to destroy the 
national identities of the captive na
tions by torture, exile, and execution, 
every day we hear countless stories of 
heroic acts of defiance against their 
Communist oppressors. These brave 
individuals have not accepted defeat in 
their continual fight for the freedoms 
that are rightfully theirs, and each 
new action of defiance reinforces a 
constant source of strength and inspi
ration for others who are trying to 
escape from the yoke of oppression. 

This year the city of Chicago will 
commemorate Captive Nations Week 
in ceremonies sponsored by the Cap
tive Nations Committee of Illinois, 
under the capable leadership of its 
Chairman, Ilmars Bergmanis. Observ
ance will begin with a Mass at 12:30 
p.m. on Saturday, July 14, at St. Hya
cinth Church, 3636 West Wolfram 
Street, led by the auxiliary bishop of 
Chicago, Most Reverend Alfred L. 
Abramowicz. At 1:30 p.m. a human 
rights rally will be held at the Richard 
J. Daley Center. The master of cere
monies at this gathering will be the 
Honorable Roman C. Pucinski, alder
man of the 41st Ward, and the speak
ers will include Ilmars Bergmanis, and 
Aloysius Mazewski, president of the 
Polish National Alliance and the 
Polish American Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, millions of Americans 
who trace their origins to the captive 
nations of the world, and other na
tions, join each year during Captive 
Nations Week to express their hope 
and their support for policies which 
will eventually free these nations from 
tyranny. I am proud to join with my 
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constituents in the 11th Congressional 
District of Illinois which I am honored 
to represent, Chicagoans, and all our 
citizens in offering prayers that we 
may continue to be the strongest de
mocracy among world powers, and 
that we may have the fortitude and 
strength to combat the Communists, 
and all forms of totalitarianism, tyran
ny, and oppression, wherever they 
appear on the face of the Earth.e 

INTRODUCTION OF UNITED 
STATES-SOVIET UNION EX-
CHANGE FOR PEACE RESOLU
TION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Arizona [Mr. UDALL] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
• Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to introduce the United States
Soviet Union Student Exchange for 
Peace Resolution. This is a measure 
aimed at promoting increased under
standing between the United States 
and the Soviet Union and ultimately 
at improving the chances for world 
peace. 

The United States-Soviet Union Stu
dent Exchange for Peace calls for the 
creation of a United States-Soviet 
Union Exchange for Peace Commis
sion to be composed of civic, educa
tional, cultural, and political leaders 
from both countries. It would be fi
nanced by both public and private con
tributions and would aim at an initial 
enrollment of at least 2,000 partici
pants between the ages of 15 and 20. 
The Commission would recruit young 
people who show leadership potential, 
including children from families of 
civic, educational, cultural, and politi
cal leaders. 

The purpose of the resolution is 
simple. By having a large number of 
students exchanged between the 
United States and the U.S.S.R., we will 
create a solid base of citizens in both 
countries who have a better under
standing of the other superpower. 
Soviet students will live and learn 
about America firsthand. Likewise, 
U.S. students will have a rare opportu
nity to get past the Soviet stereotypes 
that are so prevalent in our society. 
The associations and experiences 
which each individual will have during 
the exchange program will lead to a 
better understanding of the host coun
try. And most importantly, Soviets 
and Americans will be looked on as 
people, not shadowy figures hiding 
behind nuclear missiles. 

All students in the program will 
qualify as potential leaders. And, by 
having the children of leaders in the 
United States and the Soviet Union 
participate, we can improve the imme
diate impact of the program. Young 
people will communicate their impres
sions of the other country. 

The idea of exchanging experience 
to improve understanding is not new. 
One of the most important programs 
initiated in the past quarter century 
was President Kennedy's Peace Corps. 
This exciting program has promoted 
American interests and furthered 
Third World understanding of the 
United States more than any other 
single program. Americans continue to 
recognize its value and are now joining 
in record numbers to serve in response 
to a call for help in promoting long
range agricultural and economic devel
opment in Africa. 

Today, no single issue is more on the 
minds of Americans than world peace 
and the need to halt the nuclear arms 
race. There has been considerable 
debate in recent months over arms 
control, the MX missile, and a nuclear 
freeze. But we must seek other meth
ods of deterring nuclear war. We need 
to establish a broader web of relation
ships with the Soviet people. We can 
do that through wider commercial, 
cultural, athletic and educational con
tacts with the U.S.S.R. We should not 
be cutting back, but rather encourag
ing joint space missions, exchanges of 
artistic and sports groups and sharing 
of scientific research. But we need 
more such bridges of understanding. 

We are after all sharing this planet 
with the Soviets and should work to
gether to keep it a safe world. We can 
start by recognizing our common in
terests and bonds. I remember Lyndon 
Johnson found a way to get through 
to Kosygin at the Glassboro Summit: 
they talked about their children and 
grandchildren. And when the talks be
tween Begin and Sadat began to break 
down at Camp David, Jimmy Carter 
talked about their children and their 
stake in peace. It was diplomacy in 
human terms. And it worked. 

The resolution I introduce today is 
aimed at expanding the awareness be
tween Americans and Soviets as people 
and at establishing communication 
that goes deeper than political charges 
and countercharges. It is a small but 
important step toward a genuine and 
lasting peace between the United 
States and the Soviet Union. 

This is not a program that will show 
dramatic results in 1 or 2 years. Usual
ly an idea like this takes quite a while 
to take root. But it is apparent that 
the murky world of United States
Soviet affairs is of prime concern to 
the average American. From business 
groups to college students, the re
sponse to the exchange for peace idea 
has been positive and overwhelming. 

I was also heartened recently to see 
a statement by Jacques Cousteau indi
cating he also is thinking along these 
lines. He said, 

I would like to see 1 percent of military 
budgets dedicated to a vast and obligatory 
exchange of children. Imagine a world 
where all the children from 7 to 8 have to 
spend a year on the other side of the fence 

It would be a formidable barrier 
against war. 

While my resolution would not make 
such an exchange mandatory, the 
basic idea is the same. The time for 
this has clearly come. 

When this resolution was introduced 
in the 98th Congress, 140 of my col
leagues became cosponsors. I urge all 
my colleagues to extend their support 
at this time so that this resolution will 
be passed during this session.e 

YOU NEVER MISS THE OIL 
UNTIL THE WELL RUNS DRY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tlewoman from Tennessee [Mrs. 
LLOYD] is recognized for 5 minutes. 
• Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, it is per
ceived that the U.S. public by and 
large is no longer concerned about 
energy supplies. The gasoline lines are 
10 years behind us. One would almost 
believe that the world has more oil 
today than it had 10 years ago. But 
that's impossible, isn't it? I also want 
to remind my colleagues that esti
mates of the U.S. oil reserves made 
just 4 short years ago were grossly 
over optimistic. 

In 1981, the Department of the Inte
rior estimated that 27 billion barrels 
of oil and 167.2 trillion cubic feet of 
natural gas lay buried off the shores 
of the United States. But on May 9, 
1985, the Interior Department re
leased new estimates which indicate 
12.2 billion barrels of oil and 90.5 tril
lion cubic feet of natural gas, a far cry 
from their previous figures which 
helped convince the public that the 
energy crisis was over. 

In 1981, the U.S. Geological Survey 
had estimated 12.2 billion barrels of oil 
off Alaska alone. The current estimate 
is a mere 3.3 billion barrels. That is 73 
percent less than originally expected. 
At the same time, the estimated natu
ral gas resources are only 13.8 trillion 
cubic feet, not the 64.6 trillion cubic 
feet that had been expected. 

The disappointment in the Atlantic 
coast deposits has been even greater. 
Four years ago, the U.S. Geological 
Survey estimated 5.4 million barrels of 
oil. Now the estimates, which are 
based on more complete data from the 
private sector, indicate a somewhat 
meager 680,000 barrels, or 87 percent 
less than expected. If you question es
timates, as we all do, ask yourself, 
"how many oil rigs do I see off the At
lantic coast?" 

The Office of Technology Assess
ment recently reported that "explora
tion in the Atlantic has been disap
pointing." Two continental offshore 
stratigraphic test wells and 8 explora-
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tory wells turned up dry in the North 
Atlantic while 2 test wells and 32 ex
ploratory wells found only uneconomic 
amounts of natural gas in the mid-At
lantic. 

The Federal portion of Cook Inlet 
has had similar disappointing results 
when one test well and nine explorato
ry wells failed to reveal any deposits. 

Mr. Speaker, isn't it time for the 
Congress to exercise some wisdom and 
think long range enough to alleviate 
future problems? Isn't it time to recog
nize that we need to maintain a ration
al and stable long-term energy re
search program in order to prevent a 
future energy crisis? Or, is Congress to 
join forces with those who want the 
United States to go out of the energy 
R&D business on the basis that it is 
cheaper in the short term to sell the 
store?e 

CIVIL RIGHTS: THE NEED FOR A 
STRONG FEDERAL COMMIT
MENT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. PANETTA] 
is recognized for 60 minutes. 

civil war. Demonstrations and rioting 
have left bloodshed in our streets. 
American patriots of all races, color, 
and religion have fallen defending 
equal rights. Despite the clear consti
tutional mandate to equality, it was 
necessary for our Government to ac
tively pursue civil rights legislation to 
dismantle the institutions of deliber
ate discrimination. 

Recent administrations, both Demo
cratic and Republican, have been com
mitted to the goal of actively enforc
ing and preserving these laws aimed at 
ending a dual society. Though the 
degree of political commitment has 
varied, no administration has sought 
to turn the clock back. This adminis
tration is the first in 50 years to delib
erately set a course for reversing the 
gains made in civil rights. When this 
administration expresses a desire to 
return greater authority in the area of 
civil rights back to the States, this im
plies to those of us familiar with en
forcement that the national commit
ment to Federal laws is eroding. To 
better appreciate the reality in this 
situation, a look back at the progress 
we have made in the past decades can 
help us better judge the dramatic con
trast between past and present Feder
al commitments to equal justice. 

THE ROOSEVELT AND TRUMAN YEARS 
e Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, as a 
former Director of the U.S. Office for 
Civil Rights I have followed the ebbs 
and flows of civil rights enforcement It is cited in many readings that 
from administration to administration. President Franklin Roosevelt inaugu
It is no secret that this administration rated the concern and activist execu
has been less than enthusiastic about tive policies toward seeking racial 
civil rights enforcement. The confir- equality in the 20th century. FOR 
mation hearings of William Bradford strongly upheld the right of every citi
Reynolds in the Senate have now zen to vote and to enjoy civil equality 
served to focus the serious concerns regardless of race or religion. In 1941, 
that many of us have regarding the President Roosevelt established a 
administration's record on civil rights. · Committee on Fair Employment Prac
Whether Mr. Reynolds failed to chal- tices to eliminate discrimination in 
lenge redistricting plans in Louisiana Federal employment. In addition, 
and Mississippi, or whether he inten- President Roosevelt issued an Execu
tionally or unintentionally misled the tive order which prohibited discrimi
Senate Judiciary Committee during nation by any company holding de
his ~onfirmation hearings is really not fense contracts. Following the efforts 
the issue. The issue is one of commit- of President Roosevelt, President 
ment-the commitment our Nation Truman also moved to strengthen 
must maintain in the area of civil Federal protection of civil rights. 
rights if we are to have a society in President Truman developed compre
which equal opportunity and equal hensive legislation which included an
justice are available to all. tilynch, antipoll tax, antisegregation 

laws, and a National Fair Employment 
I stand here today to talk about that Practices Commission. When this pro

commitmeP-t; a commitment we have posal was not enacted, President 
all made to protect and defend our Na- Truman moved administratively to 
tion's civil rights. We have gone create a Fair Employment Practices 
through much grief and bloodshed to Board in the Civil Service Commisson 
ensure that no American is denied to review complaints of discrimination. 
equal justice and opportunity. This These actions in the early Roosevelt 
Nation has gone through a great tran- and Truman years established a Fed
sition over its 200 years-from a new eral commitment that discrimination 
country dedicated to equality but with would not be tolerated. 
inequality and slavery in its midst to 
one committed to truly end all dis
crimination. The path has not been 
easy. We have seen a nation torn by 

THE EISENHOWER AND KENNEDY YEARS 

Following the historic Supreme 

Court decision of Brown versus Board 
of Education which ended "separate 
but equal," each administration since 
President Eisenhower has pushed 
through successful civil rights legisla
tion in a bipartisan manner. In his 
State of the Union message to Con
gress in January 1956, President Eisen
hower stated that: 

We are proud of the progress . . . made in 
the field of civil rights .... We must strive 
to have each person judged and measured 
by what he is rather than by his color, race, 
or religion. There will soon be recommended 
to the Congress a program further to ac· 
complish these objectives. 

Prior to these remarks, President Ei
senhower expressed a desire for equal
ity in Federal employment and set up 
the Committee on Government Em
ployment Policy to study and rein
force the aim of equal employment in 
the Federal service. President Eisen
hower also established the Civil 
Rights Division in the Department of 
Justice in 1957 to enforce civil rights 
laws. More significantly, President Ei
senhower established the U.S. Com
mission on Civil Rights in 1957. The 
Commission was established as an in
dependent, bipartisan agency which 
was directed to investigate discrimina
tion complaints, appraise Federal laws 
and policies, as well as submit reports 
and recommendations to the President 
and the Congress. Unfortunately, in 
1983, the purpose of the Commission 
was undermined. 

President Kennedy, during his un
fortunately brief tenure continued the 
call and the activism from the Execu
tive office for strong civil rights pro
tections. President Kennedy issued the 
first Executive order which mentioned 
affirmative action in equal employ
ment opportunity. Prior orders direct
ed agencies not to discriminate. How
ever, the Kennedy initiative required 
positive steps be taken to hire minori
ties. Also, President Kennedy issued 
an Executive order which prevented 
Federal agencies from discriminating 
in the sale, leasing, and rental of Fed
eral housing. Furthermore, during the 
early stages and throughout the bus 
boycott in Montgomery and other tur
bulent racially motivated events in 
that part of the country, President 
Kennedy made Federal protection 
available to protect the lives of those 
persons fighting for freedom and 
equal justice under the law. Most of 
all, President Kennedy laid the ground 
work for the enactment of the most 
critical and widespread legislative 
measures to address the civil rights 
concerns which had enraged and torn 
our Nation. 
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THE JOHNSON YEARS 

In 1964 our country finally gained 
broadbased effective instruments to 
provide civil rights protections. The 
Civil Rights Act of 1964, passed during 
the Johnson administration, and pro
hibited discrimination on the basis of 
race, color, or national origin in all 
federally assisted programs or activi
ties. This gave the Government power 
to deny funds to discriminatory insti
tutions. This measure was followed by 
the Voting Rights Act of 1965 which 
required jurisdictions with histories of 
voting discrimination to gain approval 
for voting and election changes from 
the Federal courts or the Department 
of Justice before such plans were im
plemented. This was landmark legisla
tion; minorities were finally provided 
needed voting rights protections, and 
the Federal Government had the le
verage to enforce the country's man
date for equal protection. Also, the 
Fair Housing Act of 1968 was adopted 
which prohibits discrimination in the 
sale or rental of housing. 

THE NIXON, FORD, AND CARTER YEARS 

Following the tenure of President 
Johnson, the Nixon, Ford, and Carter 
administrations continued the biparti
san efforts to strengthen civil rights 
protections. These years saw the ex
tension of the Voting Rights Act and 
the U.S. Civil Rights Commission. 
Also, President Nixon established a 
National Program for Minority Busi
ness Enterprise to promote minority 
business opportunities. Other meas
ures during this period included the 
passage of title IX of the Education 
Amendments of 1972 which protected 
women from discrimination in educa
tion, and the disabled and the aged 
were protected by section 504 of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1972 and the 
Age Discrimination Act of 1975, re
spectively. Additional legislation and 
Executive orders have periodically 
beefed up these acts where they are 
deficient. Also, President Carter 
achieved an outstanding record in the 
appointment of a high percentage of 
blacks, women, and other minorities to 
judicial and Federal positions. 

We have come very far since Brown 
versus the Board of Education. I have 
cited the previously mentioned meas
ures to clearly indicate that construc
tive, effective, and successful affirma
tive action and equal opportunity pro
grams and policies have been formu
lated in each administration up to the 
present one. The programs have been 
effective only because our leaders 
joined forces to actively combat injus
tice. And we have made progress. 
There have been remarkable gains 
made in minority voting participation, 
equal employment opportunity, fair 
housing, education, and other areas. 
Many of the blatant forms and institu
tions of discrimination have been dis
mantled. Yet so much more remains to 
be done. The fight against inequality 

must continue unabated. The forces of 
law and enforcement are still desper
ately needed to fight the more subtle 
forms of discrimination which threat
en our way of life. Unfortunately, 
there is a deep-rooted feeling that we 
are now faced with a dramatic slow 
down in the enforcement of civil 
rights, a dramatic retreat from our 
basic civil rights protections. 

THE REAGAN ADMINISTRATION 

The Reagan administration has 
shattered the bipartisan civil rights co
alition by refusing to enforce or by op
posing our delicate framework of long
standing civil rights laws. If current 
protections are to survive, four basic 
factors are needed. The first factor is 
the courts. Since the Brown versus the 
Board of Education decisions, the judi
ciary has time after time upheld posi
tive Government action to eliminate 
discrimination. The second factor is 
the Congress, which has a legacy of 
commitment to civil rights. Congress 
has and should continue to strengthen 
civil rights legislation. The third 
factor is the will of our citizens, who 
have undergone revolutionary attitude 
changes since the 1950's, and who 
regard civil rights enforcement as a 
top priority. The fourth and final 
factor is the executive branch, which 
is empowered to enforce the dictates 
of the courts, the Congress, and the 
people. Without the administration's 
mandated participation, the laws 
become ineffective. It is like sawing 
one leg from a four-legged table; the 
whole carefully constructed table will 
come crashing down. The Reagan ad
ministration's refusal to enforce the 
law has caused the American Civil Lib
erties Union to term the Reagan civil 
rights record, "In contempt of Con
gress and the courts." Let us judge the 
Reagan administration not by its rhet
oric, but by its record. It proclaims 
that it is aiming for a colorblind socie
ty, where each individual enjoys equal 
rights. Yet in a color conscious society, 
colorblind policies will not work. For 
every wrong, there must be a remedy. 

Government up to now has recog
nized this fact, and has instituted solu
tions to the problem through affirmi
tive action. In an unprecedented and 
unsettling move, the Reagan adminis
tration has lined up philosophically 
against such solutions by calling them 
"quotas," and rejecting them. The 
courts and the Congress have not ca
priciously set up quotas; they have ini
tiated goals and timetables which are 
highly sensitive to the possibility of 
abuse. Nevertheless, the Reagan ad
ministration constantly dredges up the 
bogeyman of reverse discrimination in 
an attempt to cloud the real issue of 
equality for women and minorities 
who have suffered through past dis
crimination. 

The Reagan administration seems to 
perceive the state of civil rights differ
ently than most people. William Brad-

ford Reynolds, the Assistant Attorney 
General who heads the Office of Civil 
Rights in the Department of Justice, 
has stated that "civil rights enforce
ment activity has indeed brought us to 
the brink of victory" against bias and 
prejudice. You may have a hard time 
convincing a black teenager that we 
are on the brink of victory when he 
knows that unemployment rates for 
his group is 44 percent. Tell the same 
thing to the woman who is making 62 
cents for every dollar her male col
league make. The truth is, the lacka
daisical enforcement attitude of the 
administration is destroying equal op
portunity programs that by any stand
ard are still sorely needed. 

CIVIL RIGHTS ENFORCEMENT 

The Reagan administration has 
claimed a "remarkable record" in civil 
rights enforcement-using Assistant 
Attoreny General Reynolds' words 
again, but the claim is specious. At
tacks on civil rights under the Reagan 
administration have taken many 
forms. Here are the facts: 

The percentage of women and mi
norities appointed by President 
Reagan has decreased drastically. 
Under President Carter, the percent
age of minority full-time professionals 
appointed was 12.2 percent. Under 
President Reagan, that percentage 
slipped to 4.1 percent. Minority Feder
al judicial appointees also dropped 
precipitantly, from 16.1 percent under 
Carter to 2.5 percent under Reagan. 
The figures are similar for women ap
pointed; under Carter, 22 percent of 
appointees were women; under 
Reagan, the figure in his first term 
was 8 percent. President Reagan has 
stated that, "We are committed to ap
pointing outstanding blacks, Hispan
ics, and women to judicial and top
level policy-making positions in our 
administration • • • .'' The facts tell a 
different story. 

The Reagan administration has cut 
the budget and staff for enforcement 
agencies. After adjusting for inflation, 
there is an almost across-the-board re
duction for these agencies. The admin
istration either rationalizes the reduc
tions by stating that the need for en
forcement has waned due to the great 
strides made in civil rights, or they 
quote figures that have not been ad
justed for inflation. The damage 
caused by budget and staff cuts are 
far-reaching. For example, the Office 
of Federal Compliance Programs 
[OFCCPl, a key civil rights enforce
ment agency, has had their budget 
drastically reduced from $50.6 million 
in fiscal year 1980 to $42.8 million in 
1983. After adjusting for inflation, 
that becomes almost a 30-percent de
crease. The OFCCP staff was reduced 
in 2 years from approximately 1,350 
persons to approximately 940 persons. 
When enforcement agency's staff and 
funding are cut to this extent, effec-
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tive enforcement becomes impossible. 
Because these cuts have hit almost 
every civil rights enforcement agency, 
the effect is far-reaching and devastat
ing. 

Even worse, though, is the extent to 
which the administration has allowed 
efforts to enforce the law of the land 
to languish. Important, broad-based 
cases brought by enforcement agencies 
to fight discrimination have slowed to 
a trickle under Reagan. Yet the ad
ministration continues to pat itself on 
the back. In one instance, the Presi
dent pointed to the number-114 at 
that time-of cases filed which 
charged criminal violation of citizen's 
civil rights. "This is substantially more 
than any prior administration during a 
comparable period," Reagan stated. 
Criminal cases in the Justice Depart
ment had increased 13 percent com
pared to the similar period in Presi
dent Carter's term, but what the Presi
dent forgot to mention was that civil 
cases decreased in the same time 
period a whopping 66 percent. . 

In another instance, the Economic 
Employment Opportunities Commis
sion [EEOC], due to budget and staff 
cuts, reduced their rates of successful 
case settlements from 50 percent in 
fiscal year 1980 to 38 percent in fiscal 
year 1983. This is a shocking trend in 
light of the fact that the administra
tion has been given a mandate by the 
courts and by Congress to enforce leg
islation. The Department of Justice's 
Civil Rights Divisio~ under Assistant 
Attorney General Reynolds has 
become a partisan instrument. En
trusted to enforce our Nation's laws, 
the Division has repudiated the pro
grams painstakingly undertaken in 
previous administrations. The Divi
sion's policies have caused seething 
dissatisfaction within the Division 
itself. In 1982, 75 attorneys in the Di
vision-over half of the lawyers in the 
Division-signed a petition opposing 
Reynolds' policies. There is no consen
sus for Reynolds' policies, yet the Jus
tice Department and other agencies 
following their lead continue to at
tempt to overturn past advances in 
every facet of civil rights legislation 
and enforcement. 

VOTING RIGHTS 

In regard to voting rights, the ad
ministration wishes to establish the 
intent rule, which states that in cases 
pending, the victims of discrimination 
must establish that there was an 
intent to discriminate on the part of 
the jurisdiction. Because intent is 
almost impossible to prove, this would 
effectively curtail voting rights 
progress. When Congress thought it 
necessary to strengthen in 1982 the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965, President 
Reagan originally opposed the meas
ure. The House overwhelmingly sup
ported the measure by a 289 to 24 
margin, and the Senate concurred by a 
85 to 8 margin. When the President re-

alized the depth of support for the 
bill, he did an abrupt about-face. He 
signed the legislation, then brazenly 
shared credit for the bill, saying that 
it "proves our unbending commitment 
to voting rights." Further shortcoming 
of this administration in the area of 
voting rights has been brought to light 
during the confirmation hearings of 
William Bradford Reynolds. It is clear
ly evident that the Justice Depart
ment under this administration has 
slowed down challenges of redistrict
ing plans even though they have been 
struck down by the courts. On this 
matter, the record speaks for itself. 

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT 

The administration is continuing to 
attempt to sabotage equal employ
ment opportunity. They will only en
force remedies for individuals discrimi
nated against, and have refused to en
force for a discriminated class of per
sons. These policies have resulted in a 
virtual standstill in the efforts to 
combat discrimination in the work 
force. In an unprecedented move, the 
administration has urged local govern
ments to modify their affirmative 
action programs to eliminate numeri
cal goals and timetables. By narrowly 
interpreting the recent Supreme Court 
decision in Firefighters Local Union 
versus Stotts, where the Court pro
tected employees with seniority from 
being fired, the Justice Department 
goes against the weight of previous, 
binding judicial decisions. Local gov
ernments are widely opposing the Jus
tice Department, even staunchy Re
publican communities such as Indian
apolis. The attitude expressed in 
Boston mirrors that of other commu
nities. "We are quite proud of our af
firmative action," said a spokesman. 
"We're ready to meet them head-on in 
the courts." 

FAIR HOUSING 

The Fair Housing Act of 1968, title 
VII of the 1968 Civil Rights Act gave 
the Attorney General the enforcement 
authority to prohibit discrimination in 
the sale and rental of housing. Con
gress and the Federal courts have his
torically concluded that a violation of 
the Fair Housing Act may be proven 
by showing either that an intentional 
act of discrimination has been commit
ted or actions complained of have had 
a discriminatory effect. In housing, 
where discrimination can be very 
subtle, the effects test is critical if the 
fair housing provisions are to be suc
cessfully enforced. 

In the Reagan administration, the 
effects test has been dropped from 
Justice Department briefs. In a suit 
against the city of Birmingham, Ml, 
the Justice Department pleaded the 
more difficult standard of intent. Both 
the House and the Senate in consider
ation of Fair Housing Act amendment 
have clearly indicated that the effects 
test is the law. Every prior administra
tion has utilized the effects test. For 

this administration to put this policy 
aside is a clear retreat in efforts to 
fully enforce fair housing. Up to 1981, 
between 20 and 32 cases were filed 
each year to enforce equal opportuni
ty in housing. However, from 1981 to 
1983, only three suits were brought. 

EQUAL EDUCATION 

In the area of education, the Justice 
Department under Reynolds has once 
again interpreted a controversial Su
preme Court decision to suit its own 
purposes. In the Grove City College 
versus Bell decision, the Supreme 
Court found that the Federal Govern
ment could not deny funds to a whole 
educational institution just because 
one specific program was found to be 
discriminatory. The Justice Depart
ment is regarding Grove City as a 
mandate, and is trying to extend the 
ruling into all programs which receive 
financial assistance from the Federal 
Government. 

With the Civil Rights Act of 1984 
last year, Congress hoped to ensure 
that the Grove City decision would 
not endanger the civil rights consensus 
forged over the years. While the bill 
had overwhelming bipartisan support, 
the administration did not lend its 
support, thus the measure failed to be 
enacted because of conservative oppo
sition. Congress will debate the Civil 
Rights Restoration Act this year, 
which will restore the rights the 
Reagan administration would have us 
give up. 

Other actions clearly depict the con
sistent policy of nonenforcement of 
this administration. One of the gravest 
fiascos of this administration sur
rounding civil rights involved the Bob 
Jones University case. The President 
came out against the denial of tax ex
emptions for schools that discrimi
nate. This stirred up a hurricane of 
criticism against Reagan, and the Su
preme Court soundly rejected his posi
tion. The administration has also op
posed many school desegregation 
plans, often dragging its feet when it 
should be forcing schools to comply 
with the law. It is as if the administra
tion is willing to let us slip back into 
the ugliness of the human spirit that 
we saw in Little Rock. In every case, 
the administration has demonstrated 
an ignorance of historical and legal 
precedent, and has pursued its own re
gressive policies. 

HANDICAPPED 

Hubert Humphrey once remarked 
that "the moral test of Government is 
how it treats those in the dawn of 
life-the children; those in the twi
light of life-the elderly; and those in 
the shadows of life-the sick, the 
needy and the handicapped." As early 
as 1968 with the adoption of the Ar
chitectural Barriers Act which helped 
ensure accessibility for the handicap, 
Congress and the Federal Government 
begin to respond to the legitimate de-
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mands of the handicapped and that 
they be given a full share in our socie
ty. 

Since then, measures have been en
acted to protect the rights of the 
handicapped. Section 504 of the Reha
bilitation Act of 1973 provided a broad 
based congressional mandate prohibit
ing discrimination against handi
capped individuals by recipients of 
Federal financial assistance and execu
tive agencies. The 1973 Rehabilitation 
Act, the major piece of legislation 
guaranteeing the civil rights of the 
handicapped, was amended in 1978 to 
extend the prohibition of discrimina
tion to agencies of the Federal Gov
ernment and to the U.S. Postal Serv
ice. It also required affected Federal 
agencies to develop and issue regula
tions for both federally assisted pro
grams. Also, in 1975 legislation was ap
proved which required that free ap
propriate public education be available 
for all handicapped children ages 3 
through 21. 

Enforcement in this area has been 
weakened by the interpretation of the 
Grove City decision. The narrow inter
pretation of this decision will prevent 
a strong legal attack on institutions 
that selectively discriminate against 
the handicapped. 

In addition, in a case pending before 
the Supreme Court involving the 
rights of the mentally retarded, the 
U.S. Justice Department filed a brief 
with the Supreme Court supporting 
the city of Cleburne, TX, in defending 
the constitutionality of a zoning ordi
nance prohibiting homes for the re
tarded in residential neighborhoods 
without a special permit. The Fifth 
Circuit Court of Appeals in its decision 
on the Cleburne case has upheld the 
right of mentally retarded persons to 
reside in the community. It is now up 
to the U.S. Supreme Court, which 
heard the case on March 17, to uphold 
the lower court's decision. Although 
the President's own Committee on 
Mental Retardation adopted a unani
mous resolution supporting the right 
of mentally retarded persons to live in 
the community and calling upon the 
Supreme Court to uphold the appeals 
court decision, a Justice Department 
amicus brief supporting the reversal of 
the appeals court decision has placed 
yet another obstacle in the road to in
dependence for our Nation's develop
mentally disabled citizens. 

U.S. COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS 

One of the most obvious attacks on 
our Nation's civil rights framework 
came with the destruction of the U.S. 
Commission on Civil Rights. This ad
ministration moved to change an im
partial, vital civil rights watchdog, into 
a rubber-stamp organization. By firing 
Commissioners who had rightly criti
cized the administration's policies, the 
President has thrown civil rights into 
the partisan battlefield. 

Since its creation in 1957, the bipar
tisan Commission has issued more 
than 700 reports reviewing the various 
Federal efforts to remove any discrimi
natory obstacles from Federal statutes 
and programs. Overall, there is no 
question that the Commission has 
been very effective in implementing its 
mission and purpose. The fact that the 
life of the Commission was extended 
on seven occasions further validated 
the effectiveness and the need for the 
Commission. However, as a result of 
the administration's attacks, although 
the Commission has been reauthor
ized, its credibility has been taken 
away by the very nature of its partisan 
operation. 

John Mitchell used to say during the 
Nixon years, "Watch what we do, not 
what we say." The rhetoric says one 
thing, while actions say something 
else. The promise of civil rights is that 
this Nation will say and do the same 
thing-enforce equal rights. This ad
ministration has not learned that 
lesson. 

We have made too much progress to 
allow the dismantling of our good 
works. We cannot let idealogues tram
ple over our laws and our legacy. This 
administration has systematically en
deavored to retrogress into · a murky 
and shameful past. This has led some 
to term this period the "second post 
reconstruction." We cannot close our 
eyes to injustice. It is our responsibil
ity to throw the full weight of our 
commitment behind continued, strong 
civil rights enforcement. The sacrifice, 
the dedication, the blood of those who 
have gone before must not be in vain. 
In rededicating the Statue of Liberty 
soon, let us also rededicate ourselves 
to what that statue represents: Equal 
justice and equal opportunity for all. 
Let no President, no administration, 
no bureaucrat deter this Nation from 
that goal.e 

SEVEN AMERICAN CITIZENS 
STILL IN CAPTIVITY IN LEBA
NON 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DYM
ALL Yl is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, to
night with my colleagues, we want to 
focus some attention on seven Ameri
cans who are held hostage in Lebanon. 
We want to send a message to their 
families that we care; but before I pro
ceed, Mr. Speaker, I would like to yield 
to the gentleman from New York, Mr. 
TED WEISS. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
express my deep appreciation to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. DYM· 
ALLY] for calling this special order to 
draw attention to the seven American 
citizens who today remain in captivity 
in Lebanon. 

Our gratitude that the passengers 
from TWA flight 847 returned home 
safely, must be tempered by the fact 
the hostage crisis is far from over. 
Seven American hostages, who were 
abducted long before the TWA plane 
was ever hijacked, remain prisoners 
somewhere on Lebanese soil, yearning 
to rejoin their friends and families in 
the United States. 

Because these people disappeared 
quietly, one at a time, they did not re
ceive the same kind of attention that 
was given to the TWA hostages. In 
fact, until the TWA crisis, many Amer
icans were unaware that the seven 
hostages even existed. It was only the 
hijacking of TWA flight 847, which 
forced the issue of terrorism against 
American citizens abroad into the 
public spotlight, that brought the 
plight of the "Forgotten 7" to the Na
tion's attention. 

Through skillful diplomacy by the 
President, the TWA passengers were 
brought home a little over a week ago. 
The other seven hostages were not so 
fortunate. They remain somewhere in 
Lebanon, most apparently held captive 
by the radical group which calls itself 
"Islamic Jihad." Diplomatic efforts to 
secure their release continue, but trag
ically, it seems that the public is on 
the verge of forgetting them again. In 
recent days, they have disappeared 
from the newspapers and nightly 
newscasts. 

We cannot allow this to happen. The 
hostages are American citizens who as 
such have the right to every possible 
effort by the U.S. Government to 
secure their release. By keeping their 
plight in the forefront, we send a con
stant reminder to the administration 
that the pursuit of freedom for the 
hostages is of the utmost importance 
to American citizens. We also send a 
message to the Lebanese terrorists 
that Americans are united in their re
solve to ensure the safe release of all 
Americans who continue to be threat
ened by acts of terror. 

These are the seven Americans still 
being held hostage in Lebanon: 

William Buckley, kidnaped on 
March 16, 1984; 

Rev. Benjamin Weir, kidnaped on 
May 8, 1984; 

Peter Kliburn, missing since Decem
ber 3, 1984; 

Father Lawrence Jenco, abducted on 
January 8, 1985; 

Terry Anderson, kidnaped on March 
16, 1985; 

David Jacobsen, abducted on May 
28, 1985;and 

Thomas Sutherland, kidnaped on 
June 9, 1985. 

Just as we remembered the TWA 
passengers, we will remember these 
hostages until they, too, are back on 
American soil. Hopefully, the adminis
tration, by pursuing the same kind of 
diplomatic efforts that proved so fruit-
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ful less than 2 weeks ago, will be able 
to secure their release in the not-too
distant future. Until that day, howev
er, we must continue to demonstrate 
our support for the remaining hos
tages and their families by keeping 
them in the public eye. It is our duty 
to ensure, through efforts such as this 
special order, that they do not become 
the "Forgotten 7" again. 

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my friend, the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. WErss], for joining me 
in this very important dialog on the 
seven hostages who are still left in 
Lebanon. 

Mr. Speaker, our people were over
joyed when, just a few days before the 
July Fourth celebration of this Na
tion's freedom, the hostages from 
TWA flight 847 were freed. During the 
time the hostages were held, we saw 
the citizens of this land draw together 
in spirit. Again, the yellow ribbons 
that have become at once our symbol 
of hope and our symbol of welcome, 
were to be seen everywhere, including 
the doors of my own offices. I say to 
my fellow Members and to the citizens 
of the United States, it is not time to 
put away the ribbons. It is not yet 
time to savor the fulfillment of our 
hopes. All the U.S. citizens held hos
tage are not home. Seven of our coun
trymen still long for the day when 
they will see those yellow ribbons of 
hope and welcome. We-everyone of 
us from the President to the Members 
of Congress to the citizens of this 
country-must keep the hope for their 
safe return alive. Let the ribbons again 
appear, and with them our determina
tion, our consciousness as a people, 
that we want our brothers to be free. 

While the spirit of unity in time of 
trial shows Americans at their best, I 
am deeply disturbed by articles which 
I have read in newspapers over the 
past week regarding gratuitous attacks 
on people, especially Americans, who 
appear Arabic. I am equally disturbed 
that places of worship have been 
bombed. Unwarranted attacks on inno
cent people are precisely what we de
plore in other countries. Is it any less 
terroristic when our citizens behave in 
the same way toward each other? The 
United States is the standard of free
dom for the world. We must not allow 
our anger at the terrorism of others to 
diminish that freedom that is nothing 
less than the birthright of every 
American. 

Within the past several days, my 
office has been in contact with the 
families of those seven Americans still 
missing in Lebanon. We asked these 
people what message they wanted to 
convey to their Representatives, to the 
President, to the State Department, 
and, perhaps, to the captors of their 
loved ones. And I have to tell you that 
I felt humbled by the messages they 
asked me to convey. While we have 
stood here in this well and spoken of 

our anger and of our desire for retri
bution, the thoughts these family 
members offered set a clearheaded 
and statesmanlike course that we, as 
their Representatives, would do well 
to follow. I quickly realized that these 
people know the problems of Lebanon. 
They have lived with the groups about 
whom we have only a dim understand
ing. They know the Druze, the Chris
tians, the Shiites in their many forms. 
They know the Syrians. 

And while they feel deeply the pain 
of separation from their loved ones, to 
a person, they asked not for indis
criminate retribution. Rather, like 
many of the hostages who were re
cently returned to us, they asked that 
we, as a people and a Government, try 
to understand the people and the 
problems of the region. They asked 
that we try to understand that their 
loved ones are missing in part because 
the United States has placed U.S. eco
nomic and strategic interests over any 
effort to understand the root causes of 
a complex factionalism that has shat
tered a once prosperous country. Our 
Nation was rightfully embittered 
when our marines were massacred. 
But several family members pointed 
out that our reaction was the wrong 
reaction. We sent the battleship New 
Jersey to shell the Shiite portion of 
Beirut. In this nuclear age, our image 
of destruction is the mushroom cloud. 
So our shelling may not have seemed 
as awesome to us as it was to the Leba
nese. They were, after all, shells, not 
bombs. But each of those shells was 
capable of creating a crator perhaps 
100 feet wide. And my point is that we 
rained those shells on the innocent 
and the guilty alike. Imagine the force 
behind a shell weighing more than 1 
ton being lofted up to 7 miles through 
the air before finding its target. It is 
worth recalling that there was a time 
when the Shiites were a comparatively 
docile people, reluctant to fight. Now 
many of them harbor a hatred for the 
United States that is as indiscriminate 
as was our bombing of their homes. 

The families of those Americans 
missing in Lebanon want us to know 
that if the hostages are to be brought 
home and if the hostage-taking is to 
stop, then we must take on the diffi
cult task of understanding the people 
of Lebanon. As Carol Weir, the wife of 
hostage Benjamin Weir, pointed out, 
our efforts thus far to obtain retribu
tion have resulted merely in crystalliz
ing anti-American sentiment among 
those in the Middle East who were po
tential friends. Mrs. Weir pointed out 
that unless we approach the problems 
of Lebanon with clear heads and a 
willingness to understand, then there 
will be a day when we will be worrying 
about the release not of 39 hostages 
but of 139. 

Again, nearly every family member 
we talked to pointed out something 
that also became clear to us after 

poring over nearly 2 years of press 
clippings. That is, that several influen
tial people in the Middle East have of
fered on a number of occasions to help 
us obtain the release of the hostage. 
Both President Hafez Assad and Min
ister Nabih Berri have made those 
offers as each new hostage has been 
taken, for example. I think it impor
tant that we examine our public offi
cial response to those offers. Hafez 
Assad, once again, offered just several 
days ago to work for the release of the 
hostages. What was our public re
sponse? Far from showing gracious
ness toward an offer President Assad 
need not have made, we acted as 
though we held him duty-bound to 
bring about the hostage release. One 
does not win either support or friends 
by insulting those who offer a helping 
hand. There can be no denying that 
we have great differences with Presi
dent Assad in many of our views. How 
remarkable it is, then, that he would 
offer his aid. We should show to Mr. 
Assad, to Nabih Berri, and to anyone 
else who offers help, that our grateful
ness is equal to their good intentions. 
We should be about the business of 
opening avenues of communications 
rather than closing off, through an 
improper response, the avenues that 
have been opened for us. Our efforts 
to free the 7 must be just as intense, 
just as ongoing as were the efforts to 
free the 39. 

I am particularly impressed by what 
Mrs. Jean Sutherland, the wife of the 
most recently taken hostage, Thomas 
Sutherland, said. She said that we are 
now called on to put aside our rage 
and to think rationally about where 
we are to go from here. If one day 
soon the hostages are released but we, 
as a Government and a people, have 
not grown as a result of the challenge, 
then, in a sense we will have failed. 
Mrs. Sutherland pointed out that the 
people who are hostages went to Leba
non to live and work because th~y care 
about Lebanon; they care about the 
people of Lebanon; they care about 
the problems of Lebanon. Her hus
band was helping to improve agricul
ture in Lebanon. Father Jenco's work 
in Lebanon as head of Catholic Relief 
Services was a daily effort to ease the 
suffering of the Lebanese people. 
Terry Anderson, the Associated Press 
bureau chief in Beirut, was trying to 
make the problems of the Lebanese 
people known to the world. David Ja
cobsen was administrator of the larg
est hospital in Beirut. Rev. Benjamin 
Weir loves Lebanon and its people so 
much that he has lived there and min
istered to its people for 32 years. Wil
liam Buckley, a U.S. diplomat, could 
easily have chosen a less dangerous 
post. He chose to do what he could to 
maintain relations between our two 
countries. And Peter Kilburn is a li
brarian at the American University in 
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Beirut. He took care of the books that 
made knowledge including the United 
States available to the students of 
Lebanon. Indeed, those books have 
made knowledge available to students 
throughout the Middle East during 
the long and respected history of the 
American University in Beirut. These 
are all good people, the best the 
United States has to offer to the 
people of Lebanon. What a sadness it 
is for the United States and Lebanon 
as well that these people who have 
given so much to Lebanon, who have 
set an example of understanding 
effort to better the lot of the Lebanese 
people, are now held captive by those 
very people. 

It is just possible that by some 
means unknown to us, the discussion 
we are holding today will reach those 
who are holding our countrymen 
against their will. To them, I wish to 
say that the sacred book of Islam, the 
Koran, begins each chapter with the 
words, "In the name of God the merci
ful, the compassionate." If the God 
that is our common creator set for us 
an example of mercy and compassion, 
how can we as His creations not show 
to each other that same mercy and 
compassion? Jean Sutherland, whose 
husband you hold, has heard nothing 
about his well-being since he was cap
tured. Can you not give her some reas
surance? Peter Kilburn is partially 
paralyzed because of a stroke, and his 
good health depends on proper medi
cation. We ask you for humanitarian 
reasons to release him. Those you hold 
captive are Americans who have 
worked freely for the good of all Leba
nese people. Collectively, they share 
the undersanding of you and your con
cerns that could help our country 
begin to work in a positive way with 
your country. If understanding is a 
step in the direction of peace and ben
eficial growth, then give us the source 
of that understanding. Let our people 
go. 

0 2050 
Mr. Speaker, there are a number of 

Members who have expressed their 
support of this special order, and with 
your permission I would like to men
tion their names: BILL NELSON, BILL 
ALEXANDER, JOSEPH ADDABBO, DAVID 
DREIER, NoRMAN MINETA, GEORGE 
O'BRIEN, EDOLPHUS TOWNS, ROBERT 
DORNAN, ROBERT LAGOMARSINO, HANK 
BROWN, BARBARA BOXER, DAN GLICK
MAN, BEN GILMAN, and PAT WILLIAMS. 

I yield to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DoRNAN]. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I was very honored to join 
the distinguished gentleman [Mr. 
DYMALLY] in his eloquent, very elo
quent plea for mercy for these seven 
people. With the exception of the 
newsman, who I am sure was there to 
seek the truth, the gentleman has 
very carefully delineated that the two 

religious men, one of them for 32 
years, have given everything they 
have to offer their fellow man, to help 
the women, the children, and the men 
of every denomination in every station 
of life in Lebanon. The three people at 
the American University felt the sense 
of dedication that people have in that 
great institution for decades, that they 
were bringing East and West together 
in one of the most respected places of 
learning throughout the world. I think 
that our diplomat, also, as the gentle
man mentioned, had the seniority to 
have chosen safer climes around the 
world to serve but Mr. Buckley, I 
know, also believed that Lebanon was 
a once-beautiful little country and now 
so torn that deserves to regain its re
spected place among the pantheon of 
nations. 

I just cannot tell the gentleman how 
much I respect his eloquent plea to
night to touch the hearts of those 
people who recognize the same God 
that we do in this country, that they 
will, starting with Peter Kilburn, show 
mercy to these seven American citi
zens who only wanted to help their 
brothers and sisters in Lebanon. 

Mr. DYMALLY. I thank the gentle
man from California for his remarks. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my hope to have a 
copy of this tape sent to the Ambassa
dor of Syria and to the Ambassador of 
Lebanon with the hope that they 
could transmit that to both the Syrian 
and Lebanese people so that they can 
hear our message. 
e Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I don't 
believe any of us will forget watching 
the relatives of the seven Americans 
still held hostage in Lebanon pleading 
on TV for the release of their loved 
ones. Their poignant appeal served as 
a graphic reminder that the freeing of 
the TWA flight 847 passengers did not 
mean the release of all innocent Amer
ican hostages in that tumultuous 
country. 

Seven Americans who went to Leba
non out of a sense of public service 
and out of a love to serve their fellow 
man are still kidnaped and are being 
held as pawns in some senseless and 
savage political intrigue. We share the 
pain being inflicted on the hostages 
and their families and friends. 

However, they need more than our 
sympathy-they need our renewed de
termination to do everything humanly 
possible to secure their immediate, 
safe release. The freeing of the airline 
hostages demonstrates that unrelent
ing diplomatic and other pressures can 
succeed. 

On the abiding principle that actions 
speak louder than words, I was de
lighted to support the Kolbe amend
ment to the foreign aid authorization 
conditioning further economic and 
military aid to Lebanon to the freeing 
of the seven hostages. In addition, as 
you know, I have strongly supported 
legislation to end the use of Beirut 

Airport as a haven for terrorists and 
to strengthen security at international 
airports to help prevent these ruthless 
murderers from operating at will. 

This latter piece of legislation, the 
International Airport Security Coop
eration Act <H.R. 2822) would boycott 
airports without adequate security and 
result in cutting off foreign aid to na
tions which operate them. 

While in themselves these actions 
will not secure the release of our miss
ing seven Americans, they may well 
prove to be important tools in attain
ing that goal. And in the long run, 
they should prove effective weapons in 
our battle against international terror
ism. 

Expressions of sympathy, as well
meaning as they are, are no substitute 
for effective action.e 
• Mr. O'BRIEN. Mr. Speaker, the con
tinuing hostage crisis in Lebanon is 
not a hypothetical or intellectual exer
cise for me. One of the hostages, held 
183 days today, is Father Lawrence 
Martin Jenco of Joliet, IL, and a per
sonal friend of mine. 

Father Jenco was grabbed off the 
streets of Beirut on January 8 this 
year, by eight heavily armed gunmen. 

Father Martin J enco is hardly an 
enemy of the Lebanese people. He was 
in Beirut as director of Catholic Relief 
Services. Father Jenco's career has 
been one of service to the retched and 
the poor of the world. Before his 
Beirut assignment, Father Jenco 
worked with the legendary Mother 
Thereas to Calcutta. 

The seizure of Father J enco was a 
purely terrorist act. The United States 
cannot win the release of Father 
J enco and the six other Americans 
held hostage in Lebanon without ad
dressing the long-term problem of 
international terrorism. 

I am grateful to the gentlemen from 
California [Mr. DYMALLY], for organiz
ing this opportunity to renew our com
mitment to the prompt and complete 
release of Father Jenco and the six 
other Americans help hostage in Leba
non. 

I would like to call the attention of 
my colleagues to the lead editorial of 
the Aurora Beacon Journal of July 2, 
1985, "Beirut Crisis Is Not at End." 

BEIRUT CRISIS Is NOT AT END 

There will be temptation, now that the 39 
remaining passengers and crewmen from 
TWA Flight 847 are repatriated, to mark 
the Beirut hostage crisis "Case Closed." 

To do so would be a mistake. 
President Reagan recognized this Sunday, 

when he pledged to continue the same kind 
of efforts to free seven remaining American 
citizens-whom friends and families had 
dubbed "the forgotten seven" prior to the 
hijacking. That group includes Father Law
rence Jenko, a priest from Joliet, and six 
others kidnapped in Lebanon one at a time 
over the past 16 months. 

We hope he and the rest of the adminis
tration follow through on that promise, 
even as we hope he carries out his-not-so-
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veiled threat of some kind of retaliation 
against those who kidnap, terrorize and 
murder innocent Americans. 

In the meantime, it is a mistake to read 
too much too soon into the machinations
specifically those of Syrian President Hafez 
Assad and Nabih Berri, leader of the Amal 
sect of Lebanese Shiites-which lead to the 
release of the 39 TWA hostages and yet may 
free the remaining seven. 

The "deal which is no deal" appears so far 
to have been just that, for those TWA hos
tages were freed unconditionally. There was 
no "prisoner exchange," and any release of 
some 700 Lebanese including 570 Shiites, 
held captive by Israel will reflect nothing 
more than reinstitution of a plan the hi
jacking delayed. 

As for the role of Assad, perhaps one of 
the best assessments came Monday morning 
from former U.S. Ambassador to the United 
Nations Jeane Kirkpatrick. 

Speaking in an interview with CBS, Mrs. 
Kirkpatrick noted the U.S. long has known 
Assad is the most powerful man in Lebanese 
affairs. The only thing we now have 
learned, she said, is that "he is willing to use 
those powers for us as well as against us" 
when it suits him. 

As for Nabih Berri, the former ambassa
dor cautioned against glowing tributes 
which seem to cannonize his role. This man 
who counts among his friends and associates 
those who willfully hold hostage, torture 
and kill innocent Americans is no friend of 
ours, she said. 

The fact Assad and Berri came to the aid 
of the U.S. in freeing 39 illegally held citi
zens more realistically reflects solemn un
derstanding of the Reagan administration's 
hardline position than it does any newfound 
friendship to the U.S. To read more into it, 
we hope, is a mistake on the part of all ob
servers and particularly, that of worldwide 
terrorists. 

That is why it is incumbent President 
Reagan maintain his resolve and insist both 
that all remaining American captives are re
turned and that those who wantonly attack 
Americans in Lebanon, El Salvador or any
where else are punished. 

Leaving terrorists any room at all to be
lieve their efforts can succeed merely puts 
more innocent lives at risk and produces an 
endless stream of Beirut hostage crises. 

Further, Mr. Speaker, the Joliet 
Herald-News, July 2, 1985, stated the 
case for the seven American hostages 
remaining in Lebanon: "Now that the 
39 have returned, we must not forget 
the remaining seven." 

GREAT RELIEF FOR EVERYONE 

They're safe. The release of the 39 Ameri
can hostages who had been held in Beirut 
came Sunday after 17 days in captivity. 
That was a great relief for their families, for 
the Reagan administration and for all of us. 

Patience and diplomacy did the trick. We 
can be thankful that President Reagan took 
no hasty action that would have endangered 
the lives of the hostages. Just as in the Iran 
hostage crisis in 1980, we waited them out 
and got our people out safely. Thankfully, 
this time we did not have to wait so long. 

Nevertheless, there was the same conflict 
in our desires. We wanted our people out. 
But we also wanted to teach the hijackers a 
lesson and prevent further kidnappings in 
the future. The conflict reached the White 
House. President Reagan promised retribu
tion in a speech in Chicago Friday. It was a 
sure applause line. But then, in order to 
assure the release of the hostages, the State 

Department had to issue a statement in the 
middle of the night promising, in effect, 
that there would be no indiscriminate 
action taken by the United States against 
Lebanese targets. It is clear that the less 
said in high places in a hostage crisis, the 
better. Quiet diplomacy works best. 

Conducting foreign policy in a democracy 
is never easy, and it becomes most difficult 
in a crisis such as this one. The people are 
the government, and the president is their 
directly elected leader. In other countries, a 
leader might decide it was worth sacrificing 
the lives of the hostages in order to teach 
terrorists a lesson. That is impossible in the 
United States. The people identify with the 
individual hostages and refuse to regard 
them as expendable. 

News coverage was criticized because it fo
cused on the hostages and their families. It 
put the crisis in human terms. That made it 
harder to treat the hostages like pawns in a 
power struggle. But the coverage is not re
sponsible for creating the American value 
system. The American people will reject any 
suggestion that news coverage should be 
censored in order to avoid arousing the 
human sympathies of the citizenry. 

Seven American hostages remain in Leba
non, including Rev. Lawrence Martin Jenco 
of Joliet. Now that the 39 have returned, we 
must not forget the remaining seven. 

There will be time later to think of retri
bution. Those who killed one American 
aboard the plane should be made to pay a 
penalty, if possible. But punitive actions 
now would make it more difficult to get the 
remaining seven hostages back. 

The larger problem of terrorism is no 
closer to any solution today than it was 
before the TWA plane was hijacked, and 
perhaps it is farther away. The hijackers 
must feel they succeeded. It appears an indi
rect arrangement has been made to release 
the 700 Lebanese detainees held in Israel as 
a condition of the release of the hostages. 
Officials all deny it, but if the 700 are re
leased soon, the terrorists can claim success. 

The detainees should be released if, as it 
appears, they are being held only as hos
tages themselves in order to guarantee the 
pacification of southern Lebanon, where the 
Israelis and their surrogatge Christian army 
continue an illegal occupation. 

Terrorism will continue, despite all we can 
do against it, as long as groups anywhere in 
the world hold deadly grievances against 
our foreign policy. We are the world's lead
ing superpower. Our presence is everywhere. 
Our citizens travel much abroad on business 
and for pleasure. We will always be a target. 
It goes with the turf. 

The answer is not a new isolationism. We 
cannot withdraw into a fortress America. In
stead, more and more, American citizens 
must study their nation's foreign policy and 
seek better understanding of the impact of 
our policies in every region of the world. 
Only then will the rhetoric of our leaders 
come to reflect a larger grasp of reality by 
the people. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, an article in 
the Chicago Tribune, July 4, 1985, by 
Peter Sacopulos, puts the Beirut hos
tage crisis in the international con
text. "Terrorism is almost certainly 
the future mode of international con
flict," Mr. Sacopulos writes. 

STATISTICS TELL TERRORISM'S STORY 

Terrorism is a huge international prob
lem. During the 1972-82 period, the interna
tional press reported at least three major 
terrorist attacks per day. The results of 

these attacks included well over 10,000 as
sassinations, property damage estimated at 
nearly $200,000 per day and collected ran
soms of more than $150 million. While these 
statistics are quite horrifying, there were 
signs, especially in the late '70s and early 
'80s, the terrorism was waning. However, 
the most current figures indicate a reversal 
in this trend and a new wave of terror begin
ning. 

The most recent statistics for 1984 show 
nearly a 30 percent increase in the number 
of terrorist attacks. Records for the five 
years previous to 1984 show an average of 
500 recorded attacks a year. The number 
rose to nearly 650 last year. It is important 
to note that this increase was not peculiar 
to one location but universal in nature. For 
example, the number of terrorist attacks 
was up by over a third in Western Europe 
and had increased by nearly two-thirds in 
the Middle East in 1984. 

Though the total number of fatalities de
clined in 1984, the viciousness of recorded 
attacks showed an increase. About half of 
all recorded attacks last year were bomb
ings, and 20 percent incorporated some type 
of heavily armed attack. Conversely, the 
frequency of "less threatening" attacks [e.g. 
kidnaping and hostage situations] declined. 

Of concern, too, is that several established 
terrorist organizations have collaborated 
and cooperated with newer such organiza
tions, forming a new terrorist network. This 
can be seen clearly in Western Europe, 
where the German Red Army Faction, the 
French Direct Action and the Belgium Com
munist Cells organizations joined forces to 
launch an extensive campaign of terror 
against NATO facilities. Also independently 
active, but less of an immediate threat, are 
the Corsican and Armenian terrorist organi
zations. 

What is particularly worrisome is the 
thought that all of these terrorist organiza
tions may join forces against a common 
target such as NATO facilities or U.S. inter
ests in Western Europe. Even more fright
ening, these groups appear far more orga
nized in their efforts than are the antiter
rorist forces throughout Western Europe 
that are trying to combat them. 

For several major reasons, terrorism is 
almost certainly the future mode of interna
tional conflict. Terrorism is cheap to acti
vate and costly to counter. By conducting a 
war by proxy, a nation may achieve its ob
jectives without becoming directly engaged 
in confrontational situations. Finally, and 
especially in the case of liberal democratic 
administrations and legal protections in the 
West, terrorism is nearly impossible to 
counter effectively. If the government of 
the day fails to respond strongly enough, it 
appears inept in the public's eyes; if it over
reacts, it may well infringe upon basic civil 
liberties. 

The world community and the nations 
that specialize in terrorist containment 
must cooperate more and recognize that all 
forms of terrorism are a common enemy. If 
a power looks with more favor on one group 
of terrorists because it causes problems for a 
hostile power, the battle is lost. 

The United States and Western Europe 
need to ensure that the major antiterrorist 
forces, such as Germany's OSG9, the 
United States' Delta Force and the Britain's 
SAS, work together as never before in the 
common battle against terrorists. 

Mr. Speaker, I close with the words 
of E.B. White, writing in 1940: 
Whenever free men are in chains 
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We are threatened also. 
Whoever is fighting for liberty 
Is defending America.e 
• Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Speaker, in our 
elation over the return of the TWA 
hostages, it is important for us not to 
forget about the plight of the seven 
U.S. hostages who remain in Lebanon. 
As Members of Congress, we must 
make it clear to the President, to the 
American public, and to the govern
ments of the world, that we will not 
rest until all kidnaped U.S. citizens are 
returned to U.S. soil unharmed. 

I have closely followed the case of 
Rev. Benjamin Weir, who lives in the 
San Francisco Bay Area, ever since his 
abduction in Beirut over a year ago. 
Along with many of my constituents, I 
was shocked when I learned that this 
gentle, compassionate man had been 
violently seized and held by a mysteri
ous extremist group, the Islamic 
Jihad, which issued no statements, 
made no demands, and gave no indica
tion of what they were seeking in 
return for his release. 

Last fall, I received information that 
led me to believe he was still alive, and 
I initiated a letter to Secretary of 
State Shultz on Reverend Weir's 
behalf. Fifty-five of my colleagues 
joined me in urging the State Depart
ment to ensure that the matter receive 
the attention it deserves. In their 
reply, the State Department assured 
me that they are following every possi
ble avenue to secure his safe release. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to once again ask the State Depart
ment to explore every possible diplo
matic initiative which might result in 
the release of Reverend Weir and the 
six other Americans held in Lebanon. 
We cannot let these men be forgot
ten.• 

e Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speak
er, I appreciate my friend from Cali
fornia reserving time today to discuss 
the fact that seven Americans are still 
being held against their will in Leba
non by extremists determined to 
remove any strain of U.S. influence in 
that nation. Some of these individuals 
have been held for months now and, in 
fact, we do not know whether they are 
today alive or dead. These individuals 
had committed no crime, infringed on 
no one's freedoms, performed no deeds 
that could be considered harmful to 
anyone. They were simply guilty of 
being Americans. 

Now, we as Americans were greatly 
relieved when those hijacked aboard 
TWA flight 847 were returned to 
American soil, unharmed. Unharmed, 
I say, except for one-Navyman 
Robert Stethem-who was tied up, 
brutally beaten, and shot in cold 
blood. As President Reagan said, the 
United States will not forget this des
picable act and will continue our ef
forts to bring to justice the murderous 
thugs responsible for this heinous 
crime. 

The number of terrorist acts rose 
from around 500 in 1983 to over 600 
last year; there were 305 bombings 
alone last year-an average of almost 
one incident per day. Americans have 
been the prime-although not the ex
clusive-target of these lawless crimi
nals. What has caused such barbaric 
behavior? In his speech to the Ameri
can Bar Association yesterday, Presi
dent Reagan stated: 

The strategic purpose behind the terror
ism • • • is clear: to disorient the United 
States, to disrupt or alter our foreign policy, 
to sow discord between ourselves and our 
allies, to frighten friendly Third World na
tions working with us for peaceful settle
ments of regional conflicts and, finally, to 
remove American influence from those 
areas of the world where we are working to 
bring stable and democratic government 
• • • [TJheir real goal is to expel America 
from the world. 

We cannot and must not allow these 
bandits and zealots to succeed in their 
attempt to "rid the world" of Ameri
cans and American influences; these 
"enemies of mankind" must be pre
vented from carrying out their war 
against the United States to its ulti
mate end. I say war, Mr. Speaker and 
colleagues, because this is precisely 
how these criminals view their "jihad" 
or holy war against civilization. 

Mr. Speaker, there is much that 
needs to be done by the civilized na
tions to address the complex and 
trying issue of deterring terrorism, 
and apprehending and bringing to jus
tice those who have performed terror
ist actions. The civilized nations have 
every right to defend ourselves from 
these criminal acts. Under internation
al law, any state which is the victim of 
acts of war has the right-and I would 
add, the obligation-to defend itself. 
As the President pointed out in his 
ABA address, we as Americans do fre
quently disagree on various issues of 
concern. Such differences of opinion 
are an integral and cherished compo
nent of our heritage of political free
dom and free speech. But these dis
agreements should not be viewed as a 
lack of unity of purpose or desire. 
Indeed, the American people, as the 
American Congress, remain committed 
to promoting freedom and democracy 
on every continent, and opposing com
munism and tyranny, so that others 
might enjoy the many freedoms we 
possess here in the United States. In
stead, those who are today engaged in 
these acts of war, and those govern
ments who provide the logistical sup
port, training, arming, and so forth, 
for the bandits "should reflect on our 
national character and our history, a 
history littered with the wreckage of 
regimes who made the mistake of un
derestimating the vigor and will of the 
American people." Americans will not 
tolerate the continued violation of 
human rights at the hands of the mur
derous terrorists. Cries are already 
heard from one coast of our great land 

to the other, for reprisals and retalia
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
expect action from this body on bring
ing our people home from Lebanon, 
safely and soon. The seven Americans 
still in captivity deserve our attention, 
not tomorrow, not next week, but 
today. Let every American understand: 
this body is totally committed to as
sisting in all efforts to bring our 
people home as rapidly as possible, 
and to bringing to justice those brutal 
thugs responsible for the hijacking of 
TWA flight 847 and murdering Robbie 
Stethem. We will spare no expense in 
determining our peoples' whereabouts 
and in bringing them home. Let us be 
perfectly clear on that pont. 

Rev. Ben Weir, Rev. Lawrence 
Jenco, Willi&m Buckley, Thomas 
Sutherland, Peter Kilburn, Terry An
derson, and David Jacobsen-you are 
not forgotten, and you will not be for
gotten. Our thoughts and prayers are 
with you every day. We are working 
for your safe release and return. 

Again, let me thank my colleague for 
reserving time this evening to discuss 
this important topic. Those Americans 
still in captivity deserve our attention, 
and this effort, I trust, will go a long 
way in assuring their families and 
friends-indeed all Americans-that 
this Congress remains committed to 
obtaining their immediate release and 
safe return to the United States. 
Thank you.e 
• Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, the hos
tages from flight No. 847 have been re
turned to the United States and are 
now able to resume their lives at 
home. While we deplore the senseless 
death of Robert Stethem, we rejoice in 
the safe return of the remaining 39 
Americans. As we rejoice, however, let 
us not forget that seven Americans 
remain captive in Lebanon. 

These men have become pawns. 
Their lives are being used to stave off 
retaliation for the seizure of TWA 
flight No. 847. I join with my colleague 
from California in asking whether all 
that can be done is being done to gain 
the release of these Americans. The 
issue is clear; we want these men 
home. We also need to investigate a 
course of action which will prevent 
Americans from being the targets of 
random kidnapings. The entire issue 
of terrorism is an urgent matter which 
needs to be discussed at length. We 
need to encourage all parties involved 
in Lebanon to assist in the release of 
our citizens. We also need to work 
toward initiatives which will end the 
increasing cycle of terrorism as a solu
tion to political disputes. The sooner 
we take these steps, the sooner we will 
end senseless attacks on innocent 
Americans; and the sooner the seven 
families of the remaining hostages will 
be able to have their own homecom
ing.e 
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• Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to thank the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DYMALLY] for his concern and 
for arranging this special order regard
ing the hostages still held in Lebanon. 
As the ranking minority member of 
the Subcommittee on Europe and the 
Middle East of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee, I have a special interest in 
the safety of the American hostages 
and in all aspects of the tragic situa
tion that has gripped that sad coun
try. 

Although we now have the 39 TWA 
hostages back home, in no way has 
this improved the situation of the 7 
unfortunate Americans who still 
remain in terrorist hands. We remain 
extremely concerned over their securi
ty and their eventual safe return. 

We cannot and must not give in to 
terrorist demands. Doing so would 
only encourage further terrorist acts. 
Instead, we must remain steadfast in 
our efforts to explore all diplomatic 
options. We must keep open our lines 
of communications to the nations and 
other responsible actors in the area, to 
underline that terrorist actions are 
abominable to us. We must stress to 
them that the efforts they exert, or 
fail to exert, to pressure other bodies 
which may be holding hostages will 
affect their relationship with the 
United States. 

The protection of American citizens 
overseas is a major responsibility of 
our government and the release of 
these seven innocent Americans is a 
priority concern for our Nation. We 
must continue to exert all possible ef
forts which will contribute to this 
goal.e 
• Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, the return 
of our 39 hostages from Beirut gave 
our Nation extra reason to celebrate 
over the recent Fourth of July holi
day. Millions of us shared the joy of 
seeing those brave Americans reunitt:d 
with their families and friends. 

The freeing of the hostages gave 
special meaning to the celebration of 
our Nation's Independence Day. But 
that event also should have given us 
time to pause on the true meaning of 
that holiday. Far too often, many of 
us take for granted the basic freedoms 
of speech, movement and thought that 
our Founding Fathers fought and died 
for, some 209 years ago. 

With that ideal in mind, we should 
not let our euphoria over the release 
of the 39 hostages, whose fate had 
placed them on TWA flight 847, over
ride the fact that there are still seven 
Americans being held somewhere in 
Lebanon. They have been designated 
by their loved ones as "the Forgotten 
Seven". 

While the passengers on that ill
fated TWA flight were held captive 
for a little more than 2 weeks, some of 
the forgotten seven have been hos
tages for as long as 15 months. 

Mr. Speaker, today is the 480th day 
of captivity for William Buckley, a 
U.S. Embassy official in Beirut. Rev. 
William Weir, a Presbyterian minister 
resident in Lebanon, has been held for 
427 days. Father Lawrence Martin 
Jenco, director of the Catholic Relief 
Services in Beirut, has been captive 
for 182 days. Peter Kilburn, a librarian 
at the American University in Beirut 
has been missing since December 3, 
1984. Associated Press Middle East 
Bureau Chief Terry Anderson has 
been a hostage for 115 days. 

David P. Jacobsen, director of the 
American University Hospital in 
Beirut, was kidnaped on his way to 
work last May 28. On June 8, Thomas 
Sutherland, dean of agriculture at the 
American University in Beirut also 
joined the list of the missing. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to con
gratulate my fellow House Members 
for taking part in this most vital spe
cial order that hopefully will both re
kindle the White House's efforts to 
secure the release of those American 
heroes and remind the American 
people of their colleagues' continued 
plight. 

Our Nation is faced with a great 
challenge in the midst of continued at
tacks against our citizens and our 
property abroad. There have been an 
estimated 625 terrorist attacks against 
America since last year. The question 
before us is how we respond to these 
brutal assaults. One thing is abun
dantly clear; the American people will 
no longer be satisfied with strong lan
guage condemning the attackers. 
Simply put, our people want some
thing done to both stop the attacks 
and to punish the attackers. 

The seven men being held by their 
cowardly captors somewhere in Leba
non must represent the starting point 
of this new diplomacy. Enough is 
enough. It is time for our Government 
to use every means at its disposal to 
secure their freedom.e 
e Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to join my colleagues in demanding 
the immediate and unconditional re
lease of not just the seven remaining 
American hostages in Lebanon, but all 
foreigners who are being held in that 
country against their will. 

Just because the release of the 39 
TWA hostages has removed the spot
light of world attention from this situ
ation does not mean the remaining 
hostages have been forgotten. While 
the media may have lost interest in 
this issue-individual kidnapings do 
not televise as well as the hijacking of 
a 727 with dramatic cockpit to control 
tower dialog, hostage press confer
ences and farewell parties-Congress 
must continue to focus attention on 
the fate of these American citizens. 

Since the taking of our Embassy in 
Tehran in 1979, through two adminis
trations, we have heard a lot of talk 
about the need to combat terrorism. 

Six years have passed and countless 
acts of terror have been perpetrated 
against our citizens and our country 
and we still have not formulated a 
policy to deal with terrorism. A war is 
being waged against our Nation, our 
people, and our way of life, and we 
must be as prepared to defend our
selves against this type of aggression 
as we are against the more convention
al forms of warfare. The time is long 
past due for the administration and 
the Congress to formulate an effective 
policy to combat these international 
criminals. 

The nations that support and pro
vide sanctuary for terrorists are well 
known to us. While it may not be pos
sible to track down the perpetrator of 
each individual terrorist act, we can 
often identify their accomplices. This 
country must join with the rest of the 
civilized world in isolating and punish
ing those states that sanction attacks 
on innocent civilians. 

In response to Syria's role in obtain
ing the release of the TWA hostages, 
the President diplomatically omitted 
Syria from his list of countries that 
support terror. Until yesterday Syria 
was on that list-and for good reason. 
The link between the Shiite groups 
holding the seven Americans and Da
mascus is clear. The safe and prompt 
return of those 7 people is no less im
portant to us than the 39 who were re
turned last week. We, therefore, 
expect no less of an effort on the part 
of the Government of Syria to win 
their release from the terrorists they 
support.e 
• Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Speak
er, on June 30, 1985 the United States 
celebrated the return of the remaining 
TWA hostages from Shiite captivity. 
We celebrated the courage and 
strength of those Americans who suf
fered needlessly at the hands of ter
rorist who know no peace, no morality. 

We honor the courage and strength 
of the 39 captives as they spent end
less hours uncertain of their release or 
their fate. We honor Robert Stethem 
who brutally lost his life in the terror
ists morbib frenzy for international at
tention. 

But this celebration is a reminder of 
what is left to be accomplished. 

As fellow Americans we cannot allow 
ourselves to become removed from the 
crisis that prevailed prior to the TWA 
hijacking. In the last 2 years seven 
Americans have been taken hostage. 
Their fate is as yet uncertain. The op
portunity is ripe to begin anew the 
fight for their release. As a Member of 
this great body, I ask my colleagues to 
join with me in the call for the release 
of the remaining seven forgotten hos
tages.e 
e Mr. DWYER of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, it was with great joy that we 
viewed the return to America of the 39 
hostages from TWA flight 847. The 17 
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days which these brave men spent in 
captivity held the attention of the 
entire world. 

That innocent American citizens, 
traveling in Europe with no apparent 
connection to the turmoil of the 
Middle East, should suddenly find 
themselves front and center in a 
world-wide drama, being played out in 
the major capitals of the world, points 
up the randomness of terror and the 
difficulty of dealing with it. 

This particular case turned out well 
and, for that, we are all grateful. Not 
so lucky have been seven other Ameri
cans, all of them kidnaped off the 
streets of Beirut, all held with barely 
an indication of their fate. 

I have been in contact with the 
State Department concerning the case 
of Father Lawrence Jenco, who is a 
close friend and associate of several 
clergymen in my district. Father Jenco 
was kidnaped in Beirut on January 8 
and, since that time, his family has re
ceived one letter from him, that on 
March 1. 

It is 6 months now that Father 
Jenco has been missing. For some of 
the other hostages, the time has been 
much longer. But, for all of them, the 
time has come and gone and a part of 
their lives have been taken from them 
and their loved ones. It can never be 
recaptured. 

Terrorism of this kind represents a 
pernicious threat to civilized persons 
every where. It is an evil that needs to 
be dealt with quickly and effectively, 
though not necessarily violently. It is 
essential that we make every effort to 
fully understand · the mentality of the 
persons that take this kind of course. 
Clearly, they are criminals but they 
are much more than that. 

They are criminals with a cause and 
set of beliefs which do not conform on 
what every one in this Chamber would 
consider the norms of human behav
ior. They are incited to violence by vio
lence and have no greater goal than 
martyrdom. 

This being the case, our response to 
such people must be clearly judged 
against their motivations. It may be 
that direct military retaliation is not 
the appropriate vehicle to effectively 
curtail this threat. 

However, if that is found to be the 
case, we then must consider what our 
rhetoric ought to be. In this era of in
stant global communications, rhetori
cal excesses designed for political con
sumption at home, invariably find 
their way to persons who might not be 
the intended audience, creating fur
ther difficulties in managing the crises 
which seem to be of a continual 
nature. 

This can lead to far greater compli
cations and make the resolution of 
these situations more difficult-which 
brings us back to the seven Americans 
who continue to be held in Lebanon. 

For these brave people, a 17-day 
ordeal would be a blessing, for they 
measure their captivity in months, not 
days. They have remained in secret lo
cations, in communicado, for varying 
lengths of time. Their captors could be 
treating them well-or could be sub
jecting them to the cruelest of physi
cal and psychological torture. 

As a nation, we are severely tested 
by the threat of international terror
ism. The challenge before us-seem 
clearly in the case of the seven Ameri
cans in Lebanon-is to protect Ameri
can interests while protecting Ameri
cans. It is a formidable challenge, one 
which will put our national will to the 
test. But it is a challenge that we must 
meet.e 
e Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, we were all happy and re
lieved when the 39 hostages from 
TWA flight 847 returned home. Re
grettably, William Buckley, Benjamin 
Weir, Peter Kilburn, Lawrence Jenco, 
Terry Anderson, David Jacobsen, and 
Thomas Sutherland did not come 
home with them. But we have not for
gotten them. Nor have we forgotten 
Robert Stethem. I believe Mr. Steth
em's murder has strengthened our re
solve to get the remaining seven hos
tages home safely. 

One of the demands for the return 
of the seven by the Hizbullah, who are 
believed to hold the hostages, has 
been the release of 17 terrorists who 
have been convicted of blowing up the 
American and French embassy in 
Kuwait in December 1983. As a peace
loving and freedom-loving nation, it is 
unbelievable to see terrorists demand 
the release of other terrorists-pre
sumably to continue murdering, kid
naping, and terrorizing innocent civil
ians. We must put a stop to terrorism. 

I believe President Reagan is on the 
right track by calling for a boycott on 
the Beirut International Airport and 
by refusing United States landing 
rights for Lebanon's state-run Middle 
East Airlines and its private cargo car
rier, Trans-Mediterranean Airways. 

There is much more that we would 
like to do, though. Bombing the Bekaa 
Valley, mounting a blockade of the 
Lebanese coast, sending hit squads 
after the hijackers, and forcibly clos
ing the Beirut airport have all been 
suggested and are under consideration 
by the administration. 

But our first priority is, and should 
remain, the return of the seven re
maining hostages. Perhaps some 
would see it as a flaw that we place 
such a high value on human life. But I 
don't. 

That we are such a caring nation is 
part of what makes us the greatest 
Nation on Earth. We don't need hi
jackers with hooded faces to call at
tention to a cause. We have free 
speech, a free press, and the right to 
petition government for our causes. 

It's all right in our Constitution. It's 
part of being an American.e 
• Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Speaker, in our 
elation over the return of the TWA 
hostages, it is important for us not to 
forget about the plight of the seven 
U.S. hostages who remain in Lebanon. 
As Members of Congress, we must 
make it clear to the President, to the 
American public, and to the govern
ments of the world, that we will not 
rest until all kidnaped U.S. citizens are 
returned to U.S. soil unharmed. 

I have closely followed the case of 
Rev. Benjamin Weir, who lives in the 
San Francisco· Bay area, ever since his 
abduction in Beirut over a year ago. 
Along with many of my constituents, I 
was shocked when I learned that this 
gentle, compassionate man had been 
violently seized and held by a mysteri
ous extremist group, the Islamic 
Jihad, which issued no statements, 
made no demands, and gave no indica
tion of what they were seeking in 
return for his release. 

Last fall, after I received informa
tion that led me to believe he was still 
alive, and I initiated a letter to Secre
tary of State Shultz on Reverend 
Weir's behalf. Fifty-five of my col
leagues joined me in urging the State 
Department to ensure that the matter 
receive the attention it deserves. In 
their reply, the State Department as
sured me that they are following every 
possible avenue to secure his safe re
lease. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to once again ask the State Depart
ment to explore every possible diplo
matic initiative which might result in 
the release of Reverend Weir and the 
six other Americans held in Lebanon. 
We cannot let these men be forgot
ten.e 
• Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise this evening to com
mend our colleague from California 
[Mr. DYMALLYJ for asking for this spe
cial order to focus the attention of this 
body of the continuing plight of seven 
innocent Americans still held hostage 
in Lebanon. 

This situation has special meaning 
for me since one of these prisoners, 
Dr. Thomas Sutherland, is a personal 
acquaintance as well as being one of 
my constituents. 

Born in Scotland and a naturalized 
U.S. citizen, Tom is 54 years old. He 
and his wife, Jean, have three daugh
ters, Joan, Kit, and Ann. For 25 years, 
Tom and his family lived in Fort Col
lins, CO, where he is a professor of 
animal sciences at Colorado State Uni
versity. An exceptional individual and 
an outstanding educator, 2 years ago 
Tom took a 3-year leave of absence 
from Colorado State and accepted a 
position at the American University of 
Beirut as dean of the faculty of agri
culture and food sciences. 
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On June 10, 1985, Tom returned to 

Beirut after a short visit to Colorado. 
On his way from the Beirut Airport, 
Tom's motorcade was stopped by five 
cars of armed men, who sprayed auto
matic weapons' fire, shattering the 
windshield of the car Tom was riding 
in and flattening its tires. Tom was the 
only American in his group, and he 
was the only one kidnaped. Fortunate
ly, he appeared to be uninjured from 
the attack. Unfortunately, no one has 
heard from him directly or indirectly 
during the month since the attack. 

We do not know who perpetrated 
this crime, we do not know the reason, 
we do not know where Tom is. We do 
know what kind of man Tom Suther
land is. He is a brave man, a man who 
stayed in Beirut with the sole purpose 
of keeping the American University 
open, to keep a small flame of civiliza
tion alive in that war-torn country. He 
stayed, even though he knew th~re 
was danger. But he is not a reckless 
man. 

No one expects to be brutally kid
naped amidst a hail of bullets. No one 
expects to be held incommunicado, de
prived of liberty, isolated from family, 
friends, colleagues and countrymen. 
No one expects to be held as a tool of 
ruthless terrorists engaged in interna
tional blackmail. 

Tom's wife, Jean, is facing his cap
tivity with remarkable courage. When 
it became clear recently that the U.S. 
hostages from the TWA flight would 
be coming home to celebrate the 
Fourth of July, Mrs. Sutherland knew 
her family would not be sharing that 
joy, that her husband and six other 
Americans would remain as captives. 
Mrs. Sutherland has not given into the 
dispair that others might feel given a 
similar situation. She has faced this 
crisis bravely and clear eyed. 

We in this House need to ask out
selves what can be done to bring our 
citizens home and to ensure the safety 
of U.S. citizens throughout the world. 
We have been assured by the White 
House and the State Department that 
everything possible diplomatically is 
being done. We know that the highest 
levels of our Government, including 
the President, are engaged in an effort 
to bring these last seven hostages 
home from Lebanon. Let me share 
with my colleagues a letter I recently 
received from the White House about 
these efforts: 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, DC, June 25, 1985. 

Hon. HANK BROWN, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR HANK: The President has asked that 
I respond to your letter of June 10 in which 
you expressed your concern regarding the 
kidnapping of Professor Thomas Suther
land and the continuing captivity of the 
U.S. citizens in Lebanon. 

President Reagan is extremely concerned 
and has taken a deep personal interest in 
the terrorist attacks on Americans in Leba-

non and the fate of the six Americans who 
were abducted in Beirut. The protection of 
American citizens overseas is a major re
sponsibility of our government and the re
lease of these innocent Americans is a prior
ity concern. 

I can assure you that the lack of success 
in gaining the release of these citizens so far 
does not reflect a lack of effort. The State 
Department as well as other agencies and 
our Embassies overseas are following every 
lead which offers even a remote possibility 
of contributing to the safe return of the 
missing Americans. Intense diplomatic con
tacts are continuing and we are pursuing all 
possible avenues of inquiry. We have said 
little publicly about our efforts on behalf of 
the captive Americans because we strongly 
believe that their release can best be accom
plished through quiet, discreet diplomacy. 
Publicity simply increases the incentive of 
the captors to hold on to the hostages. 

The President clearly appreciates what an 
ordeal this is for the families, whose anxiety 
and frustration we share. We realize that 
until Professor Sutherland and the other 
captives are released no explanation will 
seem adequate. Nevertheless, let me assure 
you that we will continue our intensive ef
forts on behalf of Professor Sutherland and 
the other captive Americans. 

With best wishes, 
Sincerely, 

M.B. OGLESBY, Jr., 
Assistant to the President. 

When he welcomed the TWA hos
tages home last week, President 
Reagan reminded us all that "there 
are promises to be kept • • • there will 
be no forgetting • • • nor will we forget 
the seven Americans who were taken 
captive • • • and remain captive still. 
The homecoming won't be complete 
until all have come home." 

My hope is that my colleagues will 
heed the President's words and not 
forget the seven Americans who 
remain prisoners. Today, the Associat
ed Press is quoting a Lebanese source 
as saying Syrian President Assad will 
at the right moment put pressure on 
those who kidnaped these seven Amer
icans and send them home. Let us add 
the voice of the Congress to those tell
ing President Assad that the time is 
right today, that he should act today, 
so that the remaining seven American 
prisoners in Lebanon may be set free.e 
e Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to join my colleagues in 
stressing the importance of continued 
resolve in pursuing the release of the 
remaining American hostages being 
held in Beirut. Those seven-who have 
been held longer and in more mystery 
than the passengers on TWA flight 
847-deserve the full commitment of 
the Congress and the American people 
in securing their release. 

Among the TWA hostages was a 
family from Hutchinson, KS: Bob and 
Lou Peel, Bob, Jr., and Kristi. They 
are home now, and I had the good for
tune to spend some time with them 
while I was in Kansas last week. Obvi
ously, they are all relieved to be home 
together again, as was their entire 
community thrilled to have them 
home. But they have not forgotten 

the fact that there are other hostages 
still being held in Beirut, and I know 
from our conversations that the Peels 
very deeply want to see the other hos
tages returned. I share their commit
ment. Mter the TWA hostages were 
taken, I posted a yellow ribbon on my 
office door as a symbol of my hope 
and resolve for their release. I intend 
to keep that ribbon on my door until 
the remaining seven are returned to 
us, and I encourage each of my col
leagues to do the same with the yellow 
ribbons I sent them at that time. 

Situations like those hostage takings 
make it abundantly clear that we are 
not living in ordinary times and that 
we cannot expect ordinary means to 
resolve conflicts and problems. Which 
of us would have thought that it 
would be the Syrians who would be in
strumental in securing the release of 
the TWA hostages? They certainly 
were not an obvious choice. That 
shows that we must pursue innovative 
and creative diplomatic avenues in the 
face of such terroristic acts. To do so, I 
think the President would be well ad
vised to proceed with appointments to 
the Board of the U.S. Institute of 
Peace which he was statutorily re
quired to make by this past April 20. 
The Institute is designed to encourage 
research and training in the area of 
conflict resolution. The authorization 
is not large, but its potential for con
tributing to resolution of such tense 
situations-or better yet, their avoid
ance-could be dramatic. The Institute 
of Peace would not be a policymaking 
entity, but it could very well spur cre
ative thinking which would be benefi
cial to those with policymaking re
sponsibilities.• 
• Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, al
though we rejoiced at the return of 
the 39 American hostages, overshad
owing that celebration was the fact 
that 7 Americans still remain helpless 
captives of warring factions of militant 
Lebanese religious groups. The United 
States must not tolerate this outrage 
to its citizens. 

President Reagan made note of the 
seven remaining hostages in his re
marks during the recent hijacking 
crisis and again when the hostages re
turned home. This President has 
found, just as his predecessor did, that 
solutions to the taking of American 
hostages are difficult. However, unlike 
President Carter, President Reagan 
apparently refuses to immerse himself 
in the day-to-day efforts necessary to 
secure the safe release of all our hos
tages. Now that a piece of the crisis is 
resolved, more than words are needed. 
The President must continue to press 
for the immediate and safe return of 
all hostages, some of whom have been 
imprisoned for more than a year. 

The pain felt by the family and 
friends of the remaining hostages is 
compounded every day that they 
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remain captive, especially in lieu of 
the fact that scarce attention has been 
paid to their plight until the hijacking 
of flight 847. U.S. citizens must not 
continue to be the targets of terrorist 
outlaws. Every available channel must 
be used to see to it that all of the hos
tages can be welcomed home.e 
• Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, not all 
of our hostages are home. However 
pleased and thrilled we are about the 
recent release of 39 hostages, we must 
not, and cannot, forget that 7 hostages 
remain in Lebanon. 

This is a particularly painful and 
frustrating situation because some of 
these hostages have been held captive 
over 1 year; 1 year, Mr. Speaker. 

These are the hostages who have 
been held in the squalid conditions of 
Lebanon, wondering for week after 
week, month after month, whether or 
not their. country has forgotten them. 
Imagine the hope they felt last month 
when they learned that negotiations 
were going on for the release of hos
tages in Lebanon. And imagine their 
crushing despair-the hopelessness 
they felt-when they saw that the 
TWA 39 were freed, and they, the 
original 7 remained. After so many 
months in capitivity-to see others 
come and then leave in 17 days. They 
must be asking themselves if their 
country has forsaken them. 

Mr. Speaker, has our Government 
forgotten these seven men? Those of 
us familiar with this tragedy over the 
months remain unconvinced that this 
administration shared our concern and 
determination to see the seven re
leased. 

The administration said time after 
time that it was doing all it could. But 
its claims of activity sounded increas
ingly hollow. Its lack of activity and 
concern over these 7 victims was ap
parent when it was forced to respond 
to 40 more hostages being kidnaped 
off of the TWA flight from Athens. 
High level task forces were formed, 
the President and Secretary of State 
became directly and personally in
volved, the full weight of U.S. atten
tion and pressure was brought to bear. 
And, thankfully, the 39 surviving hos
tages from the TWA hijacking were 
released. 

Why do the seven who have been 
held for so long fail to rate the same 
level of attention and concern? A level 
of action, Mr. Speaker, which I point 
out was successful in resolving that 
difficult situation. This was what we 
have been pleading for over several 
months, yet we have gotten nowhere. 

The TWA incident shows that with 
concentrated attention and high level 
concern, difficult situation such as 
this can be resolved without compro
mising our national principles or our 
antiterrorist efforts. The families of 
the original hostages have been plead
ing for such a U.S. response for 

months, and the TWA case shows they 
were right. 

The State Department says that dis
creet, private contacts are the key to 
resolving this problem. We agree. Our 
concern is not with a need for publici
ty, but a concern that these past 
claims of quiet diplomacy are really a 
cover for inactivity. 

Mr. Speaker, these seven hostages 
and their families have suffered for 
far too long. Although I have met all 
of the hostage families, I have become 
particularly close to the family of Rev. 
Benjamin Weir, a Presbyterian minis
ter who was abducted on May 8, 1984. 
For more than 1 year Reverend Weir 
has languished in captivity. 

During this time, his wife, Carol 
<whose father is a constituent of mine) 
his son, John, and his daughter, Susan 
have struggled to call attention to 
Reverend Weir's plight. Their calm in
telligence and dedication have inspired 
all of us who have the honor to work 
with them. No family should have to 
go through what the Weir's and the 
other families are facing. 

On their behalf, I pray for the re
lease of the seven original hostages. 

I am including at the end of this 
statement an article about the frustra
tion of the hostage families that ap
peared in the July 6 San Jose Mercury 
News: 
[From the San Jose Mercury, July 6, 19851 
KIDNAP VICTIMS' KIN SEEK SYRIA'S HELP, 

ACCUSE U.S. OF INACTION 

<By Glennda Chui) 
Relatives of four of seven American 

kidnap victims in Lebanon have asked for a 
meeting with Syrian President Hafez Assad 
and have accused U.S. government officials 
of inaction in their efforts to gain freedom 
for the seven men. 

"I believe they're willing to sacrifice these 
seven men," said Carol Weir, wife of the 
Rev. Benjamin Weir, a Presbyterian mis
sionary from Oakland who was seized out
side his Beirut apartment on May 8, 1984. 
"It's a slightly harder case <than that of the 
39 hostages), but they've had-what is it 
today?-424 days to work on it. 

"What makes me so angry is that the 
Reagan administration doesn't deal with it 
themselves. They lean on other people-the 
Syrians and anybody else they think they 
could press." 

Peggy Say of Batavia, N.Y., said Friday 
that she hopes to "make a humanitarian 
plea" for help in winning the release of her 
brother, newsman Terry Anderson, and the 
six other Americans kidnapped during the 
past 18 months. 

Assad used his influence to negotiate the 
release of 39 Americans on a Trans World 
Airlines flight hiijacked last month by mem
bers of a radical Shiite Moslem group 
known as Hezbollah, or Party God. 

A group associated with Hezbollah also is 
believed to be holding the remaining seven 
Americans in the Bekaa Valley of Lebanon, 
which is controlled by Syria. 

A State Department spokesman said 
Friday that Assad is making an effort to win 
freedom for the seven. However, relatives of 
other kidnap victims were critical of the 
government's efforts. 

Carol Weir said the U.S. government 
should negotiate directly with the kidnap
pers to arrange the release of 17 terrorists 
being held in Kuwait in return for the re
lease of the Americans. 

Benjamin Weir was assistant pastor of 
Oakland's Park Boulevard Presbyterian 
church when the couple was assigned to 
missionary duty in Lebanon 32 years ago. 
They reared their four children to speak 
fluent Arabic and helped coordinate relief 
to Moslem and Christian victims of the civil 
war. 

Carol Weir quit her teaching job in Beirut 
in March to work full time for her hus
band's release. She is staying in Berkeley 
with her daughter. 

She said the State Department has failed 
to keep the families of the hostages in
formed and has insisted that "quiet diplo
macy" is the best way to win their freedom. 

"They're been using the same language 
for 14 months-'We're working on it, and 
we'll continue to work on it.'", she said bit
terly. "But by their 'quiet' diplomacy,' they 
have not made Americans safe around the 
world. There's going to be another hijack
ing, another kidnaping, unless they deal 
with the root causes." 

Weir said her Lebanese neighbors became 
increasingly anti-American as a result of 
U.S. support for Israel, which has occupied 
parts of the country since 1982. Their hos
tility increased when the U.S. battleship 
New Jersey shelled Lebanon, she said. 

"I understand them <the terrorists> as 
angry young men acting in desperation be
cause they are in a desperate situation.'' 
Weir said, adding that she believes retalia
tion by the Reagan administration would 
make the situation worse. 

Mae Mihelich of Joliet, Ill., sister of 
Beirut kidnap victim Lawrence Martin 
Jenco, said she believed any retaliation 
would endanger her brother's life. 

"Our hostages have been in captivity for 
15 to 16 months, and in that time there 
hasn't been much happening,'' she said. "I 
feel that retaliation is not warranted until 
all of our Americans are freed.'' 

Say, Anderson's sister, said any talk of re
taliation at this point "is very dangerous 
and it's another indication of their lack of 
caring for the seven in that they waited for 
the 39 to come home first.'' 

She said her frustration with the progress 
of the case led her to ask Monday for a 
meeting with Assad in Syria. If it takes 
place, she said, it will include relatives of 
four kidnap victims, including the Weir and 
Jenco families, and Jeremy Levin, former 
Beirut bureau chief for the Cable News Net
work, who was kidnapped but later escaped. 

Say said the group did not consult the 
State Department about plans for the meet
ing because "it's none of their business.'' 

Kathleen Lang, a spokeswoman for the 
State Department, said the department has 
not taken a position on the meeting. 

"As private American citizens, they of 
course are certainly able to take any action 
they wish, and they're free to travel there.' ' 
she said Friday.e 

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, in con
clusion let me thank my colleagues for 
joining in this special order, and again 
may I plead with our friends in Leba
non to assist in the release of these 
brave and courageous Americans and 
may God bless them all. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 
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Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
subject of my special order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mrs. BENTLEY <at the request of 

Mr. MICHEL) for today, from 1:15 p.m. 
until 5 p.m., on account of attending a 
funeral. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to address the House, following the 
legislative program and any special 
orders heretofore entered, was granted 
to: 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. DroGuARDI) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. SWINDALL, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. DIOGUARDI, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
<The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. WEISS) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. UDALL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. LLOYD, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DYMALLY, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. DONNELLY, for 60 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. DYMALLY, for 60 minutes, on 

July 11. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to revise and extend remarks was 
granted to: 

Mr. SWINDALL, immediately follow
ing the vote on the Fascell amend
ment, rollcall No. 214, in the Commit
tee of the Whole today. 

Mr. SWINDALL, immediately follow
ing the vote on the Smith amendment, 
rollcall No. 215, in the Committee of 
the Whole today. 

Mr. HYDE, on section 407 on H.R. 
1555, in the Committee of the Whole 
today. 

Mr. WoRTLEY, prior to the vote on 
the Dornan of California amendment 
to title V of H.R. 1555, in the Commit
tee of the Whole today. 

Mrs. RouKEMA, prior to the vote on 
the Mineta amendment to H.R. 1555, 
in the Committee of the Whole, today. 

Mr. ARMEY, prior to the vote on the 
amendment of Mr. LOWRY of Washing-
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ton in the Committee of the Whole 
today. 

Mr. DORNAN of California, during 
the debate on the Clark amendment in 
the Committee of the Whole today. 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. DIOGUARDI) and to in
clude extraneous matter:) 

Mr. CouRTER, in two instances. 
Mr. MOORHEAD. 
Mr. CAMPBELL, in two instances. 
Mr. GUNDERSON. 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO. 
Mr. GEKAS. 
Mr. GINGRICH. 
Mr. KEMP. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 
Mr. COUGHLIN. 
Mr. DANNEMEYER. 
Mr. LOWERY of California. 
Mr. STUMP. 
Mr. MICHEL, in two instances. 
Mr. RINALDO. 
Mr. LIGHTFOOT. 
Mr. WEBER. 
Mr. WHITEHURST. 
Mr. GALLO. 
Mr. HYDE. 
Mr. CRANE, in three instances. 
<The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. WEISS) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. WISE. 
Mr. FLORIO. 
Ms. KAPTUR. 
Mr. TOWNS. 
Mr. KASTENMEIER. 
Mr. FRANK. 
Mr. HUBBARD. 
Mr. RODINO. 
Mr. OBEY, in five instances. 
Mr. ATKINS. 
Mr. FORD of Michigan. 
Mr. DOWNEY of New York. 
Mr. LIPINSKI. 
Mr. SKELTON. 
Mr. MRAZEK. 
Mr. CLAY. 
Mr. COYNE. 
Mr. BORSKI. 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. 
Mr. PEASE. 
Mr. MARKEY. 
Mr. KILDEE 
Mr. LELAND. 
Mrs. KENNELLY. 

SENATE BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS REFERRED 

Bills and joint resolutions of the 
Senate of the following titles were 
taken from the Speaker's table and, 
under the rule, referred as follows: 

S. 487. An act to recognize the organiza
tion known as the Statue of Liberty-Ellis 
Island Foundation, Inc.; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

S. 953. An act to validate contractual rela
tionships between the United States and 
various non-Federal entities; to the Commit
tees on Energy and Commerce and Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

s. 1068. An act to eliminate unnecessary 

paperwork and reporting requirements con
tained in section 15<1> of the Outer Conti
nental Shelf Lands Act, and sections 601 
and 606 of the Outer Continental Shelf 
Lands Act Amendments of 1978; to the 
Committees on Interior and Insular Affairs 
and Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

S.J. Res. 86. Joint resolution to designate 
the week of July 25, 1985, through July 31, 
1985, as "National Disability in Entertain
ment Week"; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

S.J. Res. 98. Joint resolution condemning 
the passage of Resolution 3379, in the 
United Nations General Assembly on No
vember 10, 1975, and urging the United 
States Ambassador and United States dele
gation to take all appropriate actions neces
sary to erase this shameful resolution from 
the record of the United Nations; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

S.J. Res. 115. Joint resolution to designate 
1985 as the "Oil Heat Centennial Year"; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly <at 8 o'clock and 56 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to
morrow, Thursday, July 11, 1985, at 10 
a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

[Omitted from the Record of July 9, 1985} 
1642. A letter from the Director, Office of 

Management and Budget, transmitting a cu
mulative report on rescissions and deferrals 
of budget authority dated July 1, 1985, pur
suant to 2 U.S.C. 685(e), <H. Doc. No. 99-83); 
to the Committee on Appropriations and or
dered to be printed. 

1643. A letter from the Auditor, District of 
Columbia, transmitting a report entitled: 
"Concerns Regarding the Use of Tax Ex
emption Numbers Assigned to the Universi
ty of the District of Columbia," pursuant to 
Public Law 93-198, section 455<d>; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

1644. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting a report entitled, "Spe
cial Study on Terminology," relative to the 
vernacular used in describing those among 
us who are seriously emotionally disturbed, 
pursuant to Public law 98-199, section 
17<b><l>; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor . . 

1645. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting notification of the reor
ganization and consolidation of components 
of the National Institute of Education and 
the National Center for Educational Statis
tics, pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 3473(b}(2); to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

1646. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of Labor for Occupational Safety and 
Health, transmitting an annual report on 
Federal employee occupational injuries and 
illnesses prepared from data submitted by 
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Federal agencies, pursuant to section 19 of 
the Occupational Safety and Health Act; to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

1647. A letter from the Secretary of Agri
culture, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to amend the National School 
Lunch Act and the Child Nutrition Act of 
1966; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

1648. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting copies of international 
agreements, other than treaties, entered 
into by the United States, pursuant to 1 
U.S.C. 112b(a); to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

1649. A letter from the Acting Secretary 
of the Interior, transmitting notification of 
a bidding system to be used and tracts of
fered in an OCS land lease sale, pursuant to 
the act of August 7, 1953, chapter 345, sec
tion 8(a)(8) <92 Stat. 640>: to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

1650. A letter from the Director, National 
Park Service, transmitting a report of the 
effect of a hydroelectric project on the Se
quoia National Park, pursuant to Public 
Law 93-522, section 4; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

1651. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting an analysis of 
amounts expended by Massachusetts, the 
city of Lowell, and by other nonprofit enti
ties in furtherance of the Lowell National 
Historical Park, pursuant to Public Law 95-
290, section 103(d)(l); to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

1652. A letter from the Acting Secretary, 
Federal Maritime Commission, transmitting 
notice that a certain feasibility study is in 
need of congressional review; to the Com
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

1653. A letter from the Administrator, 
Veterans' Administration, transmitting 
notice that the report, "Report on the Pro
grams of Independent Living Services and 
Assistance," will be submitted soon, pursu
ant to 38 U.S.C. 1520 <94 Stat. 2185); to the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

1654. A letter from the Acting Under Sec
retary for International Affairs and Com
modity Programs, Department of Agricul
ture, transmitting the fourth quarterly com
modity and country allocation table show
ing current programing plans for food as
sistance, pursuant to the act of July 10, 
1954, chapter 469, section 408(b) <91 Stat. 
552; 94 Stat. 2246; Executive Order 11963); 
jointly, to the Committees on Agriculture 
and Foreign Affairs. 

1655. A letter from the Office of Legisla
tive and Integovernmental Affairs, U.S. De
partment of Justice, transmitting a letter 
examining the authorization legislation for 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission; joint
ly, to the Committees on Energy and Com
merce and Interior and Insular Affairs. 

1656. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of the Interior, transmitting notice of a 
land withdrawal aggregating 325,000 acres, 
pursuant to Public Law 94-579, section 
204<c>: jointly, to the Committees on Interi
or and Insular Affairs and Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries. 

1657. A letter from the Secretary of Agri
culture, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to improve the management of 
the National Forest System through amend
ment of certain public laws affecting Feder
al land purchase, exchange, withdrawals 
and disposal; jointly, to the Committees on 
Agriculture, Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Energy and Commerce, and Public Works 
and Transportation. 

[Submitted July 10, 1985} 

1658. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of the Navy <Shipbuilding and Logis
tics), transmitting a report that the Depart
ment of the Navy plans to study the conver
sion from inhouse operation to commercial 
contract various functions throughout the 
United States, pursuant to Public Law 98-
342, section 1112; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

1659. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of State for Legislative and Intergov
ernmental Affairs, transmitting a report of 
political contributions for Thomas Michael 
Tolliver Niles as Ambassador to Canada, 
pursuant to Public Law 96-465, section 
304(b)(2); to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

1660. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of State for Legislative and Intergov
ernmental Affairs transmitting a report of 
political contributions for Joe M. Roberts as 
Ambassador to France, pursuant to Public 
Law 96-465, section 304<b><2>; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

1661. A letter from the Secretary of Agri
culture, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to establish a Food for Progress 
Program to use American food resources to 
support developing countries which have 
made commitments to agricultural policy 
change; to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

1662. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting the sixth annual 
public lands program report, pursuant to 
section 311 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

1663. A letter from the Chairman, Nation
al Transportation Safety Board, transmit
ting the 1984 annual report of the National 
Transportation Safety Board, pursuant to 
49 U.S.C. 1904; jointly, to the Committees 
on Energy and Commerce, Public Works 
and Transportation, and Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries. 

1664. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Civilian Radioactive Waste Management, 
transmitting a report entitled, "The Mission 
Plan for the Civilian Radioactive Waste 
Management Program," pursuant to Public 
Law 97-425, section 301 (b)(3); jointly, to 
the Committees on Energy and Commerce, 
Interior and Insular Affairs, and Science 
and Technology. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU
TIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. FAZIO: Committee on Appropria
tions. H.R. 2942. A bill making appropria
tions for the legislature branch for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1986, and 
for other purposes. <Rept. No. 99-194). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. BEVILL: Committee on Appropria
tions. H.R. 2959. A bill making appropria
tions for energy and water development for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1986, 
and for other purposes. <Rept. No. 99-195). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. PEASE: 
H.R. 2941. A bill to improve adjustment 

assistance for workers and firms under the 
Trade Act of 1974; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FAZIO: 
H.R. 2942. A bill making appropriations 

for the legislative branch for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1986, and for other 
purposes. 

By Mr. BOUCHER <for himself, Mr. 
FISH, Mr. GEKAS, and Mr. HYDE): 

H.R. 2943. A bill to amend section 1964 of 
title 18, United States Code, with respect to 
certain civil remedies for persons injured by 
racketeering activity; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself, Mr. 
FRENZEL, and Mr. GRADISON): 

H.R. 2944. A bill to amend the Social Se
curity Act to make certain program and 
fisr.al improvements in the program of aid 
to families with dependent children, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. DANNEMEYER (for himself, 
Mr. BADHAM, Mr. DoRNAN of Califor
nia, Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. 
McCANDLEss, Mr. PACKARD, and Mr. 
LEwis of California): 

H.R. 2945. A bill to amend title 28, United 
States Code, to establish a new judicial dis
trict in California to be comprised of 
Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino 
Counties; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

By Mr. DYMALL Y <for himself, and 
Mr. BLILEY): 

H.R. 2946. A bill to establish an independ
ent jury system for the Superior Court of 
the District of Columbia; to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. FAUNTROY (for himself, and 
Mr. DELLUMS): 

H.R. 294 7. A bill to amend the District of 
Columbia Self-Government and Govern
mental Reorganization Act to facilitate the 
issuance of bonds and notes by the District 
of Columbia; to the Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

By Mr. RALPH M. HALL: 
H.R. 2948. A bill entitled the "Superfund 

Excise Tax Act of 1985"; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. · 

By Mr. MATSUI: 
H.R. 2949. A bill to amend title 18, United 

States Code, to modify certain procedures 
applicable to parole determinations to re
quire the U.S. Parole Commission to make 
available to State and local law enforcement 
agencies certain information regarding pa
rolees, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SYNAR <for himself, Mr. 
STRATTON, Mr. ANDREWS, and Mr. DE 
LUGO): 

H.R. 2950. A bill to require labeling for all 
smokeless tobacco products and advertise
ments; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. MOLINARI: 
H.R. 2951. A bill to amend the Public 

Health Service Act to establish a program 
for the provision of home and community 
based services to elderly individuals; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 
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By Mr. MRAZEK: 

H.R. 2952. A bill to prohibit the importa
tion into the United States of certain kanga
roos and products made therefrom; to the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisher-
ies. 

By Mr. TRAFICANT: 
H.R. 2953. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a refundable 
tax credit for individuals who purchase a 
new, domestically manufactured motor vehi
cle which has at least 85 percent domestic 
content; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

H.R. 2954. A bill to amend the Controlled 
Substances Act and Controlled Substances 
Import and Export Act to modify criminal 
penalties for certain drug offenses; jointly, 
to the Committees on Energy and Com
merce, and the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WISE: 
H.R. 2955. A bill to amend the Motor Ve

hicle Information and Cost Savings Act to 
provide for the appropriate treatment of 
methanol, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. WRIGHT: 
H.R. 2956. A bill to provide additional 

funding and authority for the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation in order to improve 
the counterterrorist capabilities of the 
Bureau; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. YATRON <for himself, Mr. 
KOSTMAYER, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. FAS
CELL, Mr. BONKER, Mr. ZscHAu, and 
Mr. UDALL): 

H.R. 2957. A bill to amend the Foreign As
sistance Act of 1961 to protect tropical for
ests in developing countries; to the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

H.R. 2958. A bill to amend the Foreign As
sistance Act of 1961 to protect biological di
versity in developing countries; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BEVILL: 
H.R. 2959. A bill making appropriations 

for energy and water development for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1986, and 
for other purposes. 

By Mr. CHAPPlE: 
H.R. 2960. A bill to authorize the Secre

tary of the Interior and the Secretary of 
Energy to enter into an agreement with the 
city of Redding, CA, regarding the Lake 
Redding power project; jointly, to the Com
mittees on Interior and Insular Affairs, and 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. EVANS of Iowa: 
H.R. 2961. A bill to establish a commission 

to study the structure of the farm credit 
system and recommend any appropriate 
changes, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. ORA Y of Illinois: 
H.R. 2962. A bill to remove certain restric

tions on the availability of office space for 
former Speakers of the House; to the Com
mittee on Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. WEAVER: 
H.R. 2963. A bill to authorize and direct 

the Secretary of Agriculture to engage in a 
ten-year research program to monitor, 
evaluate and identify the causes and effects 
of atmospheric pollution on the growth, 
health and productivity of forest ecosystems 
on forest reserves created from the public 
domain, on forest areas acquired under au
thority of the act of March 1, 1911, as 
amended <16 U.S.C. 515), and on other 
public and private forest lands, and for 
other purposes; jointly, to the Committees 
on Agriculture, Interior and Insular Affairs, 
and Science and Technology. 

By Mr. HERTEL of Michigan: 
H.J. Res. 335. Joint resolution designating 

October 6, 1985, as "National Stepparents 
Day"; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. UDALL: 
H.J. Res. 336. Joint resolution requesting 

the President to begin talks with the Soviet 
Union to establish a United States-Soviet 
Union student exchange for peace program; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. McCANDLESS: 
H. Res. 217. Resolution raising a question 

of the privileges of the House; considered 
and laid on the table. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo

rials were presented and referred as 
follows: 

[Omitted/rom the Record of July 9, 1985} 
199. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 

Legislature of the State of California, rela
tive to Philippine Scouts; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

200. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Arkansas, relative to prayer in 
public schools; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

201. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of California, relative to ship
building; to the Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

202. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of California, relative to the U.S. 
Customs Service; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

203. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Minnesota, relative to tax 
reform; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

204. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of California, relative to the 
Outer Continental Shelf; jointly, to the 
Committees on Merchant Marine and Fish
eries and Interior and Insular Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII. 
Mr. RICHARDSON introduced a bill 

<H.R. 2964) for the relief of Antonio Torres; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon

sors were added to public bills and res
olutions as follows: 

H.R. 63: Mr. BORSKI. 
H.R. 64: Mr. DYMALLY and Mrs. BENTLEY. 
H.R. 471: Mr. STUMP. 
H.R. 508: Mr. TORRICELLI. 
H.R. 585: Mrs. KENNELLY and Mr. AN

DREWS. 
H.R. 875: Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, Mr. 

MOODY, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. WOLPE, Mr. 
MRAZEK, Mr. EVANS of Illinois, Mr. LEviNE of 
California, Mr. KASTENMEIER, Mr. DASCHLE, 
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. TowNs, Mr. WEISS, Mr. 
MORRISON Of Connecticut, Mr. MARTINEZ, 
and Mrs. BURTON of California. 

H.R. 1099: Mr. McCLOSKEY. 
H.R. 1158: Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 1179: Mr. STARK. 
H.R. 1207: Mrs. SCHNEIDER and Mr. 

LEHMAN of California. 
H.R. 1232: Mr. BREAUX. 
H.R. 1340: Mr. SUNIA. 
H.R. 1589: Mr. DELLUMS. 

H.R. 1616: Mr. AKAKA, Mr. BATES, Mr. 
WHEAT, and Mr. GILMAN. 

H.R. 1835: Mr. JACOBS, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. 
RAHALL, Mr. SHUMWAY, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. 
LUNDINE, Mr. MORRISON of Washington, Mr. 
MITCHELL, and Mrs. BENTLEY. 

H.R. 1844: Mr. DIXON, Mr. MORRISON of 
Connecticut, Mr. VENTO, Mr. ACKERMAN, and 
Mr. RODINO. 

H.R. 1965: Mr. FISH, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
KRAMER, Mr. RALPH M. HALL, and Mr. 
MONSON. 

H.R. 1985: Mr. MATSUI, Mr. WHEAT, and 
Mr. BATES. 

H.R. 1992: Mr. BIAGGI, Mr. COURTER, and 
Mr. LUNDINE. 

H.R. 2172: Mr. WALKER. 
H.R. 2189: Mr. FuQUA. 
H.R. 2205: Mr. CONYERS, Mr. DAVIS, Mr. 

GEKAs, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. PERKINS, Mr. 
WILSON, and Mr. YOUNG of Florida. 

H.R. 2277: Mr. SHARP. 
H.R. 2282: Mr. GILMAN. 
H.R. 2361: Mr. HAYES, Mr. VENTo, and Mr. 

WAXMAN. 
H.R. 2365: Mr. MARTINEZ, Ms. MIKULSKI, 

Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut, Mr. FAZIO, 
Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. ACKERMAN, and Mr. 
BORSKI. 

H.R. 2383: Mr. GRAY of Illinois. 
H.R. 2384: Mr. SAXTON, Mr. YOUNG of 

Alaska, and Mr. ARMEY. 
H.R. 2400: Mr. STUMP. 
H.R. 2407: Ms. FIEDLER. 
H.R. 2420: Mr. PENNY, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. 

FRANK, Ms. KAPTuR, Mr. RosE, Mr. DE LA 
GARZA, Mr. RoE, Mrs. CoLLINS, Mr. VENTo, 
Mr. ZSCHAU, Mr. SMITH of Florida, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. HENRY, Mr. BATES, Mr. MITCH
ELL, Mr. DE lLUGO, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. FAZIO, 
Mr. PEPPER, Mr. MRAZEK, and Mr. MARTINEZ. 

H.R. 2422: Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. SEIBERLING, 
and Mr. WILSON. 

H.R. 2522: Mr. GARCIA, Mr. FRANK, and 
Mrs. BURTON of California. 

H.R. 2585: Mrs. BURTON of California, Mr. 
DYMALLY, Mr. HAWKINS, Mr. CoNYERs, Mr. 
HAYEs, Mr. FRANK, Mr. CLAY, Mr. WEISS, 
Mr. STARK, Mrs. COLLINS, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. AD
DABBO, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. 
YATES, Mr. DIXON, Mr. CRoCKETT, and Mr. 
OWENS. 

H.R. 2602: Mr. APPLEGATE. 
H.R. 2635: Mr. TAUKE and Mr. COATS. 
H.R. 2671: Mr. LEviNE of California, Mr. 

WEISS, Mrs. BURTON of California, Mr. 
WILSON, Mr. RANGEL, and Mr. HEFTEL of 
Hawaii. 

H.R. 2684: Mr. BORSKI and Mr. BOUCHER. 
H.R. 2797: Mr. WORTLEY, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. 

VALENTINE, and Mr. McGRATH. 
H.R. 2851: Mr. MINETA, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. 

MRAZEK, Mr. OWENS, Mr. HAWKINS, Mrs. 
COLLINS, Ms. KAPTuR, and Mr. FAUNTROY. 

H.J. Res. 60: Ms. OAKAR, Mr. TORRICELLI, 
Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. 
BERMAN, Mr. WEISS, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. 
BARNES, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. SAXTON, Mrs. 
HOLT, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. McCLOSKEY, Mr. 
MRAZEK, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. 
LEviN of Michigan, Mr. WORTLEY, Mrs. 
BoxER, Mrs. BURTON of California, Mr. NIEL
soN of Utah, Mr. MINETA, Mrs. BENTLEY, 
Mrs. JOHNSON, Mr. LANTos, Mr. THOMAS of 
Georgia, Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. HEFTEL of 
Hawaii, Mr. SuNIA, Mr. OWENs, Mr. TowNs, 
Mr. HAYES, Mr. LELAND, Mr. VENTO, Mr. 
FLORIO, Mr. DAUB, Mr. YOUNG of Missouri, 
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. FAZIO, and Mr. SMITH of 
Florida. 

H.J. Res. 106: Mr. McCAIN. 
H.J. Res. 136: Mr. MONSON and Mr. 

ATKINS. 
H.J. Res. 156: Mr. VALENTINE. 
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H.J Res. 173: Mr. JAcoBs, Mr. BURTON of 

Indiana, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. 
DERRICK, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. HOYER, Mrs. 
LLOYD, Mr. SoLOMON, Mr. YouNG of Florida, 
Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. CooPER, Mr. CARR, Mr. 
ALEXANDER, Mr. QUILLEN, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. 
COATS, Mr. FLoRIO, Mr. ScHUMER, Ms. MI
KULSKI, Mr. MADIGAN, Mr. RuDD, Mr. FRosT, 
Mr. STRATTON, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. UDALL, Mr. 
RoTH, Mr. ScHEUER, Mr. WHEAT, Mr. ORTiz, 
Mr. JONES of Tennessee, Mr. TORRICELLI, 
Mr. WYDEN, Mr. STOKES, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. 
LEWIS of Florida, Mr. WEAVER, Mr. EDGAR, 
and Mr. KRAMER. 

H.J. Res. 178: Mr. ScHUETTE, Mr. WILSON, 
Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. BONER of Tennessee, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. DAUB, Mr. ASPIN, Mr. 
WEBER, Mr. STANGELAND, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. 
CARNEY, Mr. GARCIA, Mr. SuNDQUIST, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, Mr. BART
LETT, Mr. LUJAN, Mr. MAZZOLI, Mr. DANNE
MEYER, Mr. GORDON, Mr. FUQUA, Mr. HAYES, 
Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. REID, Mr. 
STALLINGS, and Mr. GREEN. 

H.J. Res. 183: Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. BEVILL, 
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. ERDREICH, Mr. FEIGHAN, 
Mr. FISH, Mr. FUQUA, Mrs. HOLT, Mr. 
HoYER, Mr. HuTTo, Mrs. JOHNSON, Mr. 
NELSON of Florida, Mr. PEPPER, Mrs. ROUKE
MA, Mr. SMITH of Florida, Mr. STOKES, Mr. 
VOLKMER, Mr. SNYDER, and Mr. ROWLAND Of 
Georgia. 

H.J. Res. 222: Mr. AKAKA, Mr. ALEXANDER, 
Mr. BADHAM, Mr. CARPER, Mr. HENRY, Mr. 
LANTOS, Mr. PASHAYAN, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. 
SISISKY, Mr. STUMP, and Mr. THOMAS of 
Georgia. 

H.J. Res. 260: Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. 
H.J. Res. 277: Mrs. JoHNSON, Ms. MIKUL

SKI, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. SAXTON, Mrs. BENTLEY, 
Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. WEISS, Mr. 
BURTON of Indiana, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. MINETA, 
and Mr. FEIGHAN. 

H.J. Res. 279: Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. MoORHEAD, 
Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. LUNGREN, Mr. SHUMWAY, 
Mr. BADHAM, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. 
MADIGAN, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. SCHAEFER, Mr. 
NIELSON of Utah, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. LEwrs 
of California, Mr. SwEENEY, Mr. CoBLE, Mr. 
GINGRICH, Mr. LoEFFLER, Mr. SILJANDER, Mr. 
SNYDER, Mr. DANIEL, Mr. STRATTON, Mr. 
HuTTo, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. LuJAN, Mr. CARNEY, 
Mr. PACKARD, Mr. LoTT, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. 
MILLER of Ohio, Mr. KoLTER, Mr. McCAIN, 
Mr. SPENCE, Mr. COATS, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, 
Mr. WALKER, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. CRAIG, 
Mr. HILLIS, Mr. MARTIN of New York, Mr. 
EMERSON, Mr. BEVILL, and Mr. MACK. 

H.J. Res. 295: Mr. ANTHONY, Mr. ATKINS, 
Mr. BARNARD, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. BENNETT, 
Mr. BEVILL, Mrs. BOGGS, Mr. BOLAND, Mr. 
BREAUX, Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. 
BROYHILL, Mrs. BURTON of California, Mr. 
CALLAHAN, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. CARPER, Mr. 
CHANDLER, Mr. CHAPPlE, Mr. CLAY, Mrs. CoL
LINS, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. COYNE, Mr. DARDEN, 
Mr. DAVIS, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. 
DICKINSON, Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. DORGAN of 
North Dakota, Mr. DownY of Mississippi, 
Mr. DURBIN, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. EARLY, Mr. 
ERDREICH, Mr. FASCELL, Mr. FEIGHAN, Ms. 
FIEDLER, Mr. FRENzEL, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. 
GEKAS, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. GRAY of Illinois, 
Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania, Mr. GuARINI, 
Mr. RALPH M. HALL, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. 
HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. HARTNETT, Mr. HATCH
ER, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. HENDON, Mr. HENRY, 
Mr. HERTEL of Michigan, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. 
HUTTO, Mr. IRELAND,Mr.JENKINS,Mr.JONES 
of Tennessee, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. KOSTMAYER, 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. LEATH of Texas, Mr. 
LEHMAN of Florida, Mr. LELAND, Mr. LIPIN
SKI, Mrs. LLoYD, Mr. LuNDINE, Mr. McCLos
KEY, Mr. McCOLLUM, Mr. McDADE, Mr. 

McEWEN, Mr. MACK, Mr. MAcKAY, Mr. 
MANTON, Mr. MARTIN of New York, Mr. 
MATSUI, Mr. MAvRoULES, Mr. MicA, Ms. MI
KULSKI, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. MONSON, Mr. 
MOODY, Mr. MOORE, Mr. NELSON of Florida, 
Mr. NICHOLS, Ms. 0AKAR, Mr. PACKARD, Mr. 
QUILLEN, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. 
RINALDO, Mr. ROBINSON, Mr. RODINO, Mr. 
RoEMER, Mr. RosE, Mr. RowLAND of Con
necticut, Mr. SABO, Mr. SAVAGE, Mr. 
SCHEUER, Mr. KASTENMEIER, Mrs. SCHROEDER, 
Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. SIKORSKI, 
Mr. SNYDER, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. STANGELAND, 
Mr. STARK, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. STRANG, Mr. 
STUDDS, Mr. SuNDQUIST, Mr. SWINDALL, Mr. 
SYNAR, Mr. TALLON, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. 
THOMAS of Georgia, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. 
TOWNS, Mr. UDALL, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. 
VANDER JAGT, Mr. WALGREN, Mr. WATKINS, 
Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. WEAVER, Mr. WIRTH, Mr. 
CARR, Mr. HILLIS, Mrs. LONG, Mr. COOPER, 
Mr. DERRICK, Mr. DOWNEY of New York, Mr. 
GARCIA, Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. 
YATRON, Mr. YOUNG Of Alaska, Mr. YOUNG Of 
Missouri, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. GIB
BONS, Mr. FOWLER, Mr. FLIPPO, Mr. WOLF, 
Ms. SNOWE, and Mr. WrsE. 

H.J. Res. 296: Mr. DANIEL, Mr. EMERSON, 
Mr. HANSEN, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. RoGERS, Mr. 
DANNEMEYER, Mr. FAzro, Mr. CRAIG, and Mr. 
MACKAY. 

H.J. Res. 321: Mr. WHEAT, Mr. BRYANT, 
Mr. HEFTEL of Hawaii, Mr. WORTLEY, Mr. 
HAYES, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. OWENS, Mr. FOGLI
ETTA, Mr. YATRON, and Ms. KAPTUR. 

H.J. Res. 325: Mr. AKAKA, Mr. BLAZ, Mr. 
WILSON, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. 
STENHOLM, Mr. MOODY, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. 
FIELDS, Mrs. BYRON, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. 
CARNEY, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. SILJANDER, Mr. 
STANGELAND, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. BrLIRAKIS, Mr. 
EMERSON, Mr. SIKORSKI, Mr. CARPER, Mr. 
BoNER of Tennessee, Mr. HEFTEL of Hawaii, 
Mr. ANTHONY, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. HART
NETT, Mr. CHAPPlE, Mr. GRADISON, Mr. 
KOLBE, Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. ROBINSON, Mr. 
PEPPER, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr. Bus
TAMANTE, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. EARLY, Mr. 
DowNEY of New York, Mr. Russo, Mr. 
EcKART of Ohio, Mr. HoYER, Mr. LowRY of 
Washington, Mr. MILLER of Washington, 
Mr. DELAY, Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr. APPLEGATE, 
Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. EvANS of Iowa, Mr. 
BARNES, Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. 
TAUKE, Mr. KASTENMEIER, Mr. ERDREICH, Mr. 
DICKS, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. 
ANDREWS, Mr. FowLER, Mr. HAMILTON, Mrs. 
HoLT, Mr. ROGERS, Mr. HYDE, Mr. HALL of 
Ohio, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. MURTHA, Mrs. 
ScHROEDER, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. SABo, Mr. 
BREAUX, Mrs. BoGGS, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. 
ROYBAL, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. MICA, Mr. 
SMITH of New Hampshire, Mr. SOLARZ, Mrs. 
LoNG, Ms. OAKAR, Mr. CoBEY, Mr. NEAL, Mr. 
AUCOIN, Mr. DANIEL, Mr. DIOGUARDI, Mr. 
DownY of Mississippi, Mr. DYSON, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. GROTBERG, Mr. RALPH M. HALL, 
Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. 0BERSTAR, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. 
PERKINS, Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. LUNGREN, Mr. 
TALLON, Mr. GREEN, Mr. HORTON, Mr. SWIN
DALL, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. ROEMER, Mr. 
PACKARD, Mr. MoNSON, Mr. McDADE, Mr. 
McCAIN, Mr. SUNIA, Mr. HAWKINS, Mr. JEF
FORDS, Mr. Bosco, Mr. ScHUMER, Mr. 
ToRREs, Mr. UDALL, Mr. MINETA, Mrs. 
BoxER, Mr. MoRRISON of Connecticut, Mr. 
WAXMAN, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. JONES of North 
Carolina, Mr. HERTEL of Michigan, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. DEWINE, Mr. LEAcH of Iowa, 
Mr. BRYANT, Mr. NELSON of Florida, Mr. 
EVANS of Illinois, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. ANDERSON, 
Mr. COUGHLIN, Mr. RAY, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. 
O'BRIEN, Mr. PoRTER, Mr. PuRSELL, Mr. 
BEDELL, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. SMITH of Iowa, 

Mr. RowLAND of Georgia, Mr. McKINNEY, 
Mr. FRANKLIN, Mr. JENKINS, Mr. PEAsE, Mr. 
SYNAR, Mrs. JoHNSON, Mr. RosE, Mr. 
McCLOSKEY, Mr. WISE, Mr. DARDEN, Mr. AL
EXANDER, Mr. LEHMAN of California, Mr. 
CoLEMAN of Texas, Mr. ATKINS, and Mr. 
LUKEN. 

H.J. Res. 327: Mr. FAZIO. 
H. Con. Res. 115: Mr. STUMP. 
H. Con. Res. 169: Mr. SABO, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. 

BEDELL, Mr. DASCHLE, and Mr. FRANK. 
H. Res. 132: Mr. BORSKI. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU
TIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon

sors were deleted from public bills and 
resolutions as follows: 

H.R. 2911: Mr. FRANK. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, peti

tions and papers were laid on the 
Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

[Omitted/rom the Record of July 9, 1985} 
159. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the 

Bloss Memorial Free Will Baptist Church, 
Arlington, VA, relative to moral fiber; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

160. Also, petition of the Wayne County 
Commission, Wayne, WV, relative to Con
rail; to the Committee on Energy and Com
merce. 

161. Also, petition of the United Electrical, 
Radio, and Machine Workers of America, 
Braintree, MA, relative to Pentagon spend
ing and Social Security; to the Committee 
on Government Operations. 

162. Also, petition of the city council of 
Breese, IL, relative to infrastructure; to the 
Committee on Public Works and Transpor
tation. 

163. Also, petition of the Arlington Struc
tural Steel Co., Arlington Heights, IL, rela
tive to President Reagan's tax reform plan; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

164. Also, petition of the Ambassador of 
Brazil, Washington, DC, relative to the foot
wear industry; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

AMENDMENTS 
Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro

posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R.1555 
By Mr. CONYERS: 

-Page 125, after line 15, insert the follow
ing new section: 
SEC. 810. RECOGNITION OF THE AFRICAN NATION

AL CONGRESS. 
The Congress-

recognizing that one hundred and sixteen 
<116> countries have bilateral relations with 
the African National Congress and that the 
United Nations General Assembly has 
passed a resolution declaring the African 
National Congress as the representative of 
the black South African people, hereby rec
ognizes the African National Congress as 
the legitimate representative of the black 
South African people in their struggle to 
end apartheid. 

By Mr. DORNAN of California: 
-Page 68, after line 9, insert the following 
new section: 
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SEC. 518. DRUG TRAFFICKING AND THE PROBLEM 

OF TOTAL CONFIDENTIALITY OF CER
TAIN FOREIGN BANK ACCOUNTS. 

(a.) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that-
( 1 > several banks in Latin America and the 

Caribbean are used by narcotics traffickers 
as depositories for money obtained in pro
viding illicit drugs to the United States and 
other countries of the region; 

<2> offshore banks which provide total 
confidentiality provide a service which ma
terially assists the operations of illicit drug 
traffickers; and 

(3) cooperation in gaining access to the 
bank accounts of such narcotics traffickers 
would materially assist the United States 
authorities in controlling the activities of 
such traffickers. 

(b) PoLICY.-The Congress-
< 1 > requests the President to seek to nego

tiate treaties with all countries providing 
such confidential offshore banking, espe
cially those in the Caribbean region, in 
order that the United States Government 
could obtain access to the bank accounts of 
known drug traffickers for the purpose of 
recovering illegally acquired funds; 

(2) directs the President to include reports 
on the results of such efforts in the annual 
International Narcotics Control Strategy 
Report; and 

<3> reaffirms its intention to obtain maxi
mum cooperation on the part of all govern
ments for the purpose of halting interna
tional drug trafficking, and constantly to 
evaluate the cooperation of those govern
ments receiving assistance from the United 
States. 

By Mr. GEKAS: 
-Title V is amended by adding the follow
ing new section: 
SEC. 518. PROTECTION OF UNITED STATES OFFI

CIALS ENGAGED IN INTERNATIONAL 
NARCOTICS CONTROL. 

(1) PROTECTION OF OFFICERS AND EMPLOY· 
EES OF THE UNITED STATES.-Whoever kills 
an official listed in Sec. 1114 of Title 18, 
United States Code, while such official is 
engaged in international narcotics control, 
or on account of such participation, shall be 
subject to the penalty of death or shall be 
imprisoned for any term of years. 

(2) ExTRATERRITORIAL JURISDICTION.
There is extraterritorial jurisdiction over 
the conduct prohibited by this section. 

(3) SENTENCE OF DEATH.-A sentence of 
death shall be imposed only in accordance 
with the following: 

"(a) HEARING REQUIRED.-A person shall be 
subjected to the penalty of death 
States only if a hearing is held in accord
ance with this section. 

"(b) NOTICE BY THE GOVERNMENT.-When
ever the Government intends to seek the 
death penalty the attorney for the Govern
ment, a reasonable time before trial or ac
ceptance by the court of a plea of guilty, 
shall sign and file with the court, and serve 
upon the defendant, a notice (1) that the 
Government in the event of conviction will 
seek the sentence of death, and <2> setting 
forth the aggravating factor or factors 
which the Government will seek to prove as 
the basis for the death penalty. The court 
may permit the attorney for the Govern
ment to amend this notice for good cause 
shown. 

"(C) HEARING BEFORE COURT OR JURY.
When the attorney for the Government has 
filed a notice as required under subsection 
(b) and the defendant is found guilty of or 
pleads guilty, the judge who presided at the 
trial or before whom the guilty plea was en
tered, or any other judge if the judge who 
presided at the trial or before whom the 

guilty plea was entered is unavailable, shall 
conduct a separate sentencing hearing to de
termine the punishment to be imposed. The 
hearing shall be conducted-

"(1) before the jury which determined the 
defendant's guilt; 

"(2) before a jury impaneled for the pur
pose of the hearing if-

"<A> the defendant was convicted upon a 
plea of guilty; 

"(B) the defendant was convicted after a 
trial before the court sitting without a jury; 

"(C) the jury which determined the de
fendant's guilt has been discharged for good 
cause; or 

"(D) after initial imposition of a sentence 
under this section, redetermination of the 
sentence under this section is necessary; or 

"(3) before the court alone, upon the 
motion of the defendant and with the ap
proval of the Government. 
A jury impaneled pursuant to paragraph (2) 
of this subsection shall consist of twelve 
members, unless, at any time before the 
conclusion of the hearing, the parties stipu
late with the approval of the court that it 
shall consist of any number less than 
twelve. 

"(d) PROOF OF AGGRAVATING AND MITIGATING 
FACTORs.-Notwithstanding rule 32<c> of the 
Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, when 
a defendant is found guilty of or pleads 
guilty to an offense for which one of the 
sentences provided is death, no presentence 
report shall be prepared. In the sentencing 
hearing, information may be presented as to 
any matter relevant to the sentence and 
shall include matters relating to any of the 
aggravating or mitigating factors set forth 
in subsections (g) and (h), or any other miti
gating factor. Where information is present
ed relating to any of the aggravating factors 
set forth in subsection <h> information may 
be presented relating to any other aggravat
ing factor. Information presented may in
clude the trial transcript and exhibits if the 
hearing is held before a jury or judge not 
present during the trial. Any other informa
tion relevant to such mitigating or aggravat
ing factors may be presented by either the 
Government of the defendant, regardless of 
its admissibility under the rules governing 
admission of evidence at criminal trials, 
except that information may be excluded if 
its probative value is substantially out
weighed by the danger of unfair prejudice, 
confusion of the issues, or misleading the 
jury. The Government and the defendant 
shall be permitted to rebut any information 
received at the hearing and shall be given 
fair opportunity to present argument as the 
adequacy of the information to establish 
the existence of any of the aggravating or 
mitigating factors, and as to appropriate
ness in that case of imposing a sentence of 
death. The Government shall open the ar
gument. The defendant shall be permitted 
to reply. The Government shall then be per
mitted to reply in rebuttal. The burden of 
establishing the existence of any aggravat
ing factor is on the Government, and is not 
satisfied unless established beyond a reason
able doubt. The burden of establishing the 
existence of any mitigating factor is on the 
defendant, and is not satisfied unless estab
lished by a preponderance of the informa
tion. 

"(e) RETURN OF FINDINGS.-The jury, or if 
there is no jury, the court, shall consider all 
the information received during the hear
ing. It shall return special findings identify
ing any mitigating factors, and any aggra
vating factors set forth in subsection (h) 
found to exist. If one of the aggravating fac-

tors set forth in subsection <h>< 1 > and an
other of the aggravating factors set forth in 
subsection <h><2> through (10) is found to 
exist, a special finding identifying any other 
aggravating factor may be returned. A find
ing of such a factor by a jury shall be made 
by unanimous vote. If an aggravating factor 
set forth in subparagraph (h)(1) is not 
found to exist or an aggravating factor set 
forth in subparagraph <h><l> is found to 
exist but no other aggravating factor set 
forth in subsection <h> is found to exist, the 
court shall impose a sentence, other than 
death, authorized by law. If an aggravating 
factor set forth in subparagraph (h)(l) and 
one or more of the other aggravating fac
tors set forth in subsection <h> are found to 
exist, the jury, or if there is no jury, the 
court, shall then consider whether the ag
gravating factor or factors found to exist 
sufficiently outweigh any mitigating factor 
or factors found to exist, or in the absence 
of mitigating factors, whether the aggravat
ing factors are themselves sufficient to jus
tify a sentence of death. Based upon this 
consideration, the jury by unanimous vote, 
or if there is no jury, the court, shall return 
a finding as to whether a sentence of death 
is justified. 

"(f) IMPOSITION OF SENTENCE.-Upon a 
finding that a sentence of death is justified, 
the court shall sentence the defendant to 
death. Otherwise the court shall impose a 
sentence, other than death, authorized by 
law. 

"(g) MITIGATING FACTORS.-In determining 
whether a sentence of death is to be im
posed on a defendant, the following mitigat
ing factors shall be considered but are not 
exclusive: 

"(1) the defendant was less than eighteen 
years of age at the time of the crime; 

"(2) the defendant's capacity to appreciate 
the wrongfulness of his conduct or to con
form his conduct to the requirements of law 
was significantly impaired, but not so im
paired as to constitute a defense to the 
charge; 

"(3) the defendant was under unusual and 
substantial duress, although not such duress 
as constitutes a defense to the charge; 

"(4) the defendant is punishable as a prin
cipal <as defined in section 2<a> of title 18 
United States Code> in the offense, which 
was committed by another, but his partici
pation was relatively minor, although not so 
minor as to constitute a defense to the 
charge; or 

"(5) the defendant could not reasonably 
have foreseen that his conduct in the course 
of the commission of murder, or other of
fense resulting in death for which he was 
convicted, would cause, or would create a 
grave risk of causing, death to any person. 

"(h) AGGRAVATING FACTORS.-If the defend
ant is found guilty of or pleads guilty, the 
following aggravating factors shall be con
sidered but are not exclusive: 

"(1) the defendant-
"<A> intentionally killed the victim; 
"(B) intentionally inflicted serious bodily 

injury which resulted in the death of the 
victim; or 

"(C) intentionally participated in an act 
which he knew or reasonably should have 
known would create a grave risk of death to 
a person, other than one of the participants 
in the offense, and the victim did die as a 
direct result of the act; 

"<2> the death or injury resulting in death 
occurred during the commission or attempt
ed commission of, or during the immediate 
flight from the commission or attempted 
commission of, an offense under section 18 
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U.S.C. 751 (prisoners in custody of institu
tion or officer), section 18 U.S.C. 794 <gath
ering or delivering defense information to 
aid foreign government), section 18 U.S.C. 
844(d) <transportation of explosives in inter
state commerce for certain purposes), sec
tion 18 U.S.C. 844(f) <destruction of Govern
ment property by explosives), section 18 
U.S.C. 844(1) <destruction of property in 
interstate commerce by explosives), section 
18 U.S.C. 1201 (kidnaping), or section 18 
U.S.C. 2381 <treason), or section 902 (i) or 
<n> of the Federal Aviation Act 1958, as 
amended <49 U.S.C. 1472 (i), <n» <aircraft 
piracy>; 

"(3) the defendant has been convicted of 
another Federal offense, or a State offense 
resulting in the death of a person, for which 
a sentence of life imprisonment or a sen
tence of death was authorized by statute; 

"(4) the defendant has previously been 
convicted of two or more State or Federal 
offenses punishable by a term of imprison
ment of more than one year, committed on 
different occasions, involving the infliction 
of, or attempted infliction of, serious bodily 
injury upon another person; 

"(5) in the commission of the offense the 
defendant knowingly created a grave risk of 
death to one or more persons in addition to 
the victim of the offense; 

"(6) the defendant committed the offense 
in an especially heinous, cruel, or depraved 
manner; 

"(7) the defendant procured the commis
sion of the offense by payment, or promise 
of payment, of anything of pecuniary value; 

"(8) the defendant committed the offense 
as consideration for the receipt, or in the 
expectation of the receipt, of anything of 
pecuniary value; 

"(9) the defendant committed the offense 
after substantial planning and premediation 
to cause the death of a person or commit an 
act of terrorism; 

"<10> the defendant committed the of
fense against-

"<A> the President of the United States, 
the President-elect, the Vice President, the 
Vice-President-elect, the Vice-President-des
ignate, or, if there is no Vice President, the 
officer next in order of succession to the 
office of the President of the United States 
or any person who is acting as President 
under the Constitution and laws of the 
United States; 

"(i) INSTRUCTION TO JURY ON RIGHT OF THE 
DEFENDANT TO JUSTICE WITHOUT DISCRI:MINA· 

TION.-In any hearing held before a jury 
under this section, the court shall instruct 
the jury that in its consideration of whether 
the sentence of death is justified it shall not 
consider the race, color, national origin, 
creed, or sex of the defendant. The jury 
shall return to the court a certificate signed 
by each juror that consideration of race, 
color, national origin, creed, or sex of the 
defendant was not involved in reaching his 
or her individual decision. 

(4) APPEAL FROM SENTENCE OF DEATH.-
(a) NOTICE OF APPEAL.-"In any case in 

which the sentence of death is imposed 
under section 3562A of this title, the sen
tence of death shall be subject to review by 
the court of appeals upon appeal by the de
fendant. Notice of appeal must be filed 
within the time prescribed for appeal of 
judgment in section 2107 of title 28 of the 
United States Code. An appeal under this 
section may be consolidated with an appeal 
of the judgment of conviction. Such review 
shall have priority over all other cases. 

(b) REVIEW OF SENTENCE.-"On review of 
the sentence, the court of appeals shall con
sider the record, the evidence submitted 
during the trial, the information submitted 
during the sentencing hearing, the proce
dures employed in the sentencing hearing, 
and the special findings returned under sec
tion 3562A<e> of this title. 

(C) DISPOSITION.-"The COUrt shall affirm 
the sentence if it determines that <1> the 
sentence of death was not imposed under 
the influence of passion, prejudice, or any 
other arbitrary factor; and <2> the informa
tion supports the special finding of the ex
istence of any aggravating factor, or the 
failure to find any mitigating factors as set 
forth or allowed in section -- In all 
other cases the court shall remand the case 
for reconsideration under section 
---- The court of appeals shall state 
in writing the reasons for its disposition of 
the review of the sentence.". 

(d) PREGNANT Wo:MAN.-"In no event shall 
a sentence of death be carried out upon a 
pregnant woman.". 

By Mr. RICHARDSON: 
<Charged with Michel-McDade-McCurdy 

language.) 
SEC 722. CONDITIONS OF HUMANITARIAN ASSIST

ANCE TO THE NICARAGUAN DEMO
CRATIC RESISTANCE. 

(a) PREvENTING DIVERSION OF ASSIST· 
ANCE.-The President shall establish appro
priate procedures to ensure that any hu-

manitarian assistance provided by the 
United States Government to the Nicara
guan democratic resistance is used only for 
the intended purpose and is not diverted 
<through barter, exchange, or any other 
means> for acquisition of weapons, weapons 
systems, ammunition, or other equipment, 
vehicles or material which can be used to in
flict serious bodily harm or death. 

(b) RESPECT FOR HUMAN RIGHTS.-If the 
President determines that Nicaraguan 
democratic resistance forces are engaging in 
a consistent pattern of human rights viola
tions, the President shall suspend all United 
States humanitarian assistance to those 
forces. The Secretary of State shall report 
to the Congress every six months on the 
human rights practices of the Nicaraguan 
democratic resistance forces. 
-Page 154, after line 24, insert the follow
ing new section: 
SEC.l208. BAN ON IMPORTING URANIUM AND COAL 

FROM SOUTH AFRICA AND NAMIBIA. 
(a) PROHIBITION.-Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, the following prod
ucts of South Africa and Namibia may not 
be imported into the customs territory of 
the United States: coal, uranium ore, and 
uranium oxide. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The prohibition con
tained in subsection <a> shall not apply to a 
contract or agreement entered into before 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

By Mr. SILJANDER: 
-Page 146, after line 4, insert the following 
new section: 
SEC. 1112. REAFFIRMATION OF UNITED STATES 

POLICY TOWARDS TAIWAN. 
The United States reaffirms the findings 

and declarations of policy found in Sections 
2 and 3 of Public Law 96-8 <Taiwan Rela
tions Act). It is the policy of the United 
States to implement fully all provisions of 
Public Law 96-8. 

(1) REPORTS.-The Secretary of State shall 
transmit to both Houses of Congress an 
annual report on the implementation of 
Public Law 96-8. 

(2) CONGRESSIONAL HEARINGS.-TO fulfill 
the oversight responsibilities given to Con
gress in Section 14 of Public Law 96-8, the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs of the House 
of Representatives, and the Committee on 
Foreign Relations of the Senate shall con· 
duct annual public oversight hearings on 
the implementation of the Taiwan Rela
tions Act <Public Law 96-8). 
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